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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the Problem 
... we've expected the administrator, particularly the ele-
mentary school administrator, to be all things. The high school 
administrator has been hedged with a framework of assistants to 
help him do the job. But the elementary school principal has been 
left on his own--even though his school may be just as big as the 
high school--with a whole range of chores that have to be done in 
order to keep the school both a going concern and an effective 
educ~tional environment. The good Lord himself couldn't perform 
all the1roles that have been expected of elementary school prin-cipals. 
Elementary principals, as educational leaders of their schools 
encounter a myriad of administrative responsibilities daily. When one 
asks, "Hhat does a principal do?" he receives as many different answers 
as there are respondents. As Paul Houts stated in a 1975 article, "The 
principalship is just varied enough that like India, almost anything 
2 
one says about it might be true." 
Keith Go1dhammer emphasized the difficult role of elementary school 
principals but indicated that some principals were able to perform well. 
tlo one can intelligently administer a school in today's world with-
out recognizing the difficult problem associated with the task. 
Some principals obviously are near the point of helplessness, other 
pr-i nci pa 1 s, hov1ever have found successful ways to meet their respon-
1Paul L. Houts, "A Conversation with Keith Goldhammer," National 
Elementary Principal 53 (March, April 1974): 28. 
2raul L. Houts, "The Changing Role of the Elementary Principal: 
Report of a Conference," National Elementary Principal 55 (November, 
December 1975): 64. 
1 
2 
sibilities and thus they provide excellent leadership for their 
schools.l 
Supervision of the instructional program is one dimension of the 
general practice of administration. Joseph Cobb noted that 11 t·1ore has 
been written and less is known about the interface of administration 
and supervision than about any other topic in the behavioral sciences. 112 
It is generally agreed that supervision is not an end in itself but in-
volves developing strategies which stimulate others to perform more 
effectively. 3 Supervision is that part of school administration which 
focuses on the achievement of instructional objectives. 
Although there are many definitions of supervision~ the following, 
taken from The Dictionary of Education was used in this study: 
all efforts of designated school officials directed toward providing 
leadership to teachers and other educational workers in the improve-
ment of instruction; involves the stimulation of professional growth 
and development of teachers~ the selection and revision of educa-
tional objectives, materials of instruction~ and methods of teaching; 
and the evaluation of instruction.4 
Supervision co-existed with American education and evolved through 
a number of phases in the past three hundred years. Glen Eye and Lanore 
Netzer reviewed the history of supervision emphasizing the conceptual 
framework pervading each period. 
1Keith Goldhammer et. al., Elementary Principals and Their 
Schools: Beacons of Brilliance and Potholes of Pestilence, (Eugene, 
Oregon: University of Oregon, 1971) p. 1. 
2Joseph J. Cobb, 11 The Principal as Supervisor," Thrust for Edu-
cational Leadership 5 (November 1975) p. 27. 
3stephen J. Knezevich~ Administration of Public Education (New 
York: Harper and Row, 1975) p. 366. 
4carter V. Good, ed., The Dictionary of Education_, 3rd ed. (New 
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1973) p. 574. 
3 
From 1642 to 1875 supervisors were local religious leaders or 
layment who visited the school for the purpose of controlling standards. 
This period is referred to as "Administrative Inspection". The super-
vision provided in this period was autocratic. Supervisors were more 
interested in meeting the requirements of a prescribed curriculum than 
improvement of instruction. 
The period from 1876 to 1936 is referred to as the period of 
"Efficiency Orientation". During this period there was a shift in the 
supervisory function from lay people to professional personnel. Head 
teachers and principals were appointed to assist with classroom visita-
tions. New subjects were added to the curriculum and supervisors were 
appointed to demonstrate instruction in these new areas. Supervision 
during this period was still thought of as inspections with the super-
visor having superior knowledge to impart. 
From 1937 to 1959 the curriculum in the schools expanded rapid-
ly, resulting in the need for supervision of instruction to be shared by 
principals, consultants, curriculum coordinators, and assistant super-
intendents of instruction. This period of "Cooperative Group Effort" 
\'/as guided by democratic principles. Human relations supervision had 
its origin in this period. 
As the federal and state governments became more involved in the 
support of education, more money became available for research. The 
period of "Research Orientation" from 1960 to approximately 1970 re-
sulted in new positions, i.e., director of research, director of federal 
programs, and public relations specialist. The concept of supervision 
continued to be d~nocratic leadership. Research focused on the role 
4 
1 perceptions of administrative and supervisory personnel. 
Reba Burnham commented in 1976 that the role and meaning of 
supervision needed to be reexamined: 
Professional educators and recognized authors in the field of 
supervision are challenging us to examine new theoretical concep-
tualizations, new definitions of supervision, new alternatives to 
present practices and to exercise more dynamic leadership in the 
instructional improvement process.2 
The role of the elementary school principal as a leader in in-
structional improvement is still heatedly debated. 
Most of the intensity centers around the contention that principals 
ought to be "instructional leaderS. 11 The task of the instructional 
leader is the improvement of curriculum and teaching. It is also 
to lead faculty in making decisions about the learning that is to 
go on in the school. These decisions may concern everything from 
needed changes in curriculum to evaluation of faculty, from the 
writing of performance-based objectives fo3 the school to organi-
zation of inservice programs for teachers.· 
The p;~i ncipa 1 s in the early 19th century ·.vere ab 1 e to fit a 11 
their duties into a reasonable time frame. The principal-teachers were 
able to handle their administrative and teaching responsibilities with-
out being overburdened. 4 Principals of today's large and complex schools 
are overwhelmed by administrative, supervisory, human relations, and dis-
cipline chores. Often the supervisory role of the elementary principal 
is overshadowed or neglected. 
1Gl en G. Eye, Lanore A. Netzer, and Robert D. Krey, Supervision_ 
of Instructio~, 2nd ed., (New York: Harper & Row, 1971) p. 22-29. 
2Reba t~. Burnham, '1 lnstructional Supervision: Past, Present and 
Future Perspectives, 11 Theory Into Practice 15 (October 1976): 303. 
3Jo Ann Mazzarella, The Principal's Role as an Instructional 
Leader (California: Association of California School Administrators,-
1977) School Management Digest, Series 1, No. 3 p. 1. 
4Ibid. 
5 
Regardless of these major handicaps, however, it may be that the 
elementary school principal avoids performing some of the duties 
he claims he should be handling. For example, principals say they 
would like to have more time for the supervision of teachers; many 
principals, however, admit that they do not have the necessary 
ski 11 s to deve 1 op adequate supervisory programs within thei l' 
build·ings.l 
Purpose of the Study 
During the 1970's, the role of the supervisor has become in-
creasingly confused. . .. supervisory behavior ... continues to 
evolve in response to a wide variety of forces which are both exter-
nal and internal to the educational system.2 
The confusion over the role of the elementary principal as a 
supervisor only served to emphasize the need to identify and analyze 
effective supervisory practices. This study responded to the need by 
identifying and analyzing supervisory techniques recommended in the 
literature as well as examining some of the internal and external fac-
tors which influence supervisory behavior of principals in the elemen-
tary school. Job descriptions and superintendents' expectations of 
principals were singled out in this study as modifiers of elementary 
principals' supervisory behavior. 
Job descriptions can be a means of specifying the duties of ele-
mentary school principals. Although the existence of a job description 
is not mandatory in Illinois, many districts have at least a general 
description of principals' duties. 
Whether or not a job description was available in a district, 
elementary school principals looked to their superintendents to enu-
merate and discuss the supervisory activities they (superintendents) 
1. Goldhammer, p. 6. 
2Kimball Wiles and John T. Lovell, Supervision for Better Schools, 
4th ed., (New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1975) p. 4. 
6 
expected principals to perform. "The principal must depend on the mat-
ters discussed with him or for which he feels he may be held accountable 
to obtain the cues as to v.1hat is expected of him. ,.1 
Through a comparison of the ratings and rankings given by princi-
pals and superintendents to supervisory activities and through an analy-
sis of job descriptions and interviews, the study answered five questions 
by examining the nature of the relationship among principals' supervisory 
activities, supervisory activities recommended in the literature, super-
intendents' expectations, and job descriptions. Principals' and super-
intendents' responses were compared using z and t tests and Kendall's 
Coefficient of Concordance. Responses on the questionnaires and in 
the interviews were analyzed with particular focus on problems, 
strengths, weaknesses, commonalities, differences, and trends. 
The study answered the following questions: 
1. Is there a relationship between the supervisory activities 
of elementary school principals and the supervism~y activi-
ties recommended in the literature? 
2. Is there a relationship between the supervisory activities 
specified in elementary school principals' job descriptions 
and the superviso~·y activities recommended in the 1 iterature? 
3. Is there a relationship between the kind/frequency of super-
visory activities of elemental'Y school principals with job 
descriptions as compared to the kind/frequency of super-
visory activities of elementary school principals without 
job descriptions? 
-------------
1Goldhammer, p. 4. 
7 
4. Is there a rel ati onshi p between the supervisory expectations 
of the superintendent for elementary school principals and 
the supervisory activities recommended in the literature? 
5. Hov1 do elementary school principals• valuations of super-
visory activities compare to superintendents• expectations 
as measured by z and t tests? 
Significance of the Study 
Early in the history of .ll.merican education, supervision \vas 
1 imited to inspection a l vis its but the supervisory activities of today 
are diverse and have a broader purpose. In general, it is agreed that 
the main purpose of supervision is instructional improvement (as is in-
dicated in Chapter II); therefore, it is necessary to examine all super-
visory activities which have as their end, the improvement of instruction. 
George A. Goens and Ronald Lange stated that 11 Instructional 
leadership has been given much lip service over the past years. In 
practice, however, the concept of instructional leadership has taken a 
1 back seat to business management and paperwork.•' While supervision for 
instr'uctional improvement has been a non-event in many schools, renewed 
interest in supervision is being fostered as a result of the public 
outcry over student non-achievement and the rapid changes in both the 
content and process of teaching . 
. But more importantly the growing specialization of teaching 
and the rapidly developing knowledge base from which the content 
and process of teaching are derived will require more highly spe-
cialized and accessible expert assistance to help teachers to be 
1 ~George P •• Goens and Ronald\~. Lange, .. Supervision as Instruc-
tior.al Analysis, 11 National Association of Secondar:.z_?choo_l_ Princ!_eal~ 
l3!:!.lJeti.!:!. 60 (September 1976): 18. 
8 
sensitive to changes, develop new skills, and implement appropriate 
innovations.l 
Taxpayel"S in some districts, disillusioned by poor student test 
scores refuse to spend additional public funds on education. Boards of 
education are holding superintendents, principals, and teachers account-
able for children achieving. Future financing of our schools appears to 
be dependent on the ability of the educational system to produce a 
quality product. 
In addition, many states are requiring children to achieve at 
minimum levels of proficiency as a prerequisite for graduation. 11 State 
legislatures, state boards of education, and state education departments 
2 have leaped forward in the basics/minimal competency movement.'' In 
January, 1977, sixteen states had competencies established for gradua-
tion with many other states awaiting passage of bills. 3 11 Educators 
predicted that by 1984 nearly all the states will have incorporated 
minimal competency testing into promotion and graduation requirements. 114 
Fred C. Niedermeyer stressed that 11 Society is becoming more 
sensitive to how well schools carry out their primary responsibility of 
promoting public learning in a creditable way. Parents and the commu-
nity are demanding evidence of learning. 115 
1Wiles and Lovell, p. 294-295. 
2Ben Broclinsky, 11 Back to the Basics: The Movement and its t1ean-
ing, 11 Ph·i Delta Kap~ 58 (March 1977): 525. 
3Educational Leadership 35 (November 1977) cover. 
4Brodinsky, p. 527. 
5 Fred C. Niedermeyer, 11 A Basis for Improved Instructional 
Leadership, 11 The Elementary School Journal 77:3 (January 1977): 254. 
9 
The social and economic pressures affecting elementary school 
principals have changed through the years, but the purpose of supervi-
sion was and still is the improvement of instruction. It is crucial to 
anyone involved in supervision for instructional improvement to recog-
nize the limitations of knowledge in this field. An exhaustive search 
of data and possible strategies should be an ongoing activity in an 
attempt to test the hypotheses on which supervisory actions are based. 1 
In order to accomplish the purposes of this study the following 
methods and procedures were utilized: 
Methods and Procedures 
1. The population consisted of all the principals and superin-
/ 
tendents of elementary districts in DuPage County, Illinois. 
2. The sample selection consisted of principals and superinten-
dents of elementary districts in DuPage Count.Y who met the 
following criterion: the superintendent was not the only 
principal in the district. 
3. Reviewed the literature to determine the most frequently 
recommended supervisory activities. 
4. A panel of thirty-three professors in Departments of School 
Administration in various universities in the United States 
was selected on an incidental sampling basis2 to rank the 
value of the recommended supervisory activities for e1emen-
lwiles and Lovell, p. 305. 
2Lawrence S. Meyers and Neal E. Grossen, Behavioral Research: 
Theory, Pro~edure, and Design (San Francisco: W. H. Freeman and Company, 
1974), pp. 70-71. 
10 
tary principals based on their expertise and reading in the 
field. The names and affiliated universities of panel mem-
bers appear in Appendix A. A self-addressed return envelope 
was enclosed with the request. Twenty-eight of the thirty-
three professors responded. The purpose of presenting the 
six supervisory activities to the panel of professors was 
to establish an objective benchmark as this group acted as 
a control comparison group in ranking the supervisory acti-
vities. Later in the study principals and superintendents 
were asked to do the same ranking. 
5. P.. letter vJas sent to all superintendents of elementary dis-
tricts in DuPage County in October, 1977, requesting a copy 
of the principals' job description, if available. A self-
addressed, stamped return envelope was enclosed in this mail-
ing. Of the thirty districts which met the criterion fOl~ ·in-
clusion in the study, all thirty superintendents responded. 
Twenty·-six superintendents sent a job description. Four 
superintendents responded that a job description was not 
available for principals in their districts. 
6. A questionnaire \'Jas developed in January, 1978, for elemen-
tary principals based on the six supervisory activities re-
commended in the literature. This questionnaire included a 
fact sheet which asked for the number of teachers the prin-
cipal supervised, enrollment, number of assistants as well 
as a review.of the experience of the principal as a teacher 
and administrator. The fact sheet also required the princi-
11 
pal to note his educational background, fields of study, and 
to rate the training he received which prepared him to deal 
with the supervisory problems faced as an elementary school 
principal. The principals were asked to rate each super-
visory activity on a five point Likert scale, ranging from 
no importance to critical importance. Principals were also 
asked to note the percentage of school time spent in each 
supervisory activity. In addition, principals were to rank 
the six supervisory activities in order of importance. 
7. A questionnaire was developed for superintendents in January, 
1978, based on the six supervisory activities recommended in 
the literature. This questionnaire included a fact sheet 
which asked for the number of principals and teachers super-
vised, the number of schools, and the enrollment. The fact 
sheet required the superintendent to note his experience as 
a teacher, principal, and superintendent as well as his edu-
cational training. The superintendent was asked to rate the 
training he received in preparing him to direct elementary 
school principals in their supervisory role. The superinten-
dents were also asked to rate each supervisory activity on a 
five point Likert scale, ranging from no importance to crit-
ical importance. Superintendents then noted the percentage 
of school time they expected principals to spend on each 
supervisory activity. In addition, superintendents were to 
rank the supervisory activities in order of importance. 
8. The questionnaire for principals was validated by a mailing 
12 
in February, 1978, to six principals currently administering 
elementary schools and \'lho were not elig·ible for inclusion 
in the study. A self-addressed, stamped return envelope was 
enclosed in the mailing. The principals were asked to read 
the purpose of the study and comment as to v1hether the ques-
tionnaire would assist in providing the information needed 
and to note any ambiguity or lack of clarity in the question-
naire. All six principals responded. 
9. The questionnaire for superintendents was validated by a mail-
ing in February, 1978, to six superintendents who currently 
administer districts with elementary schools and were not eli-
gible for inclusion in the study. A self-addressed, stamped 
return envelope was enclosed in the mailing. The superinten-
dents were asked to read the purpose of the study and comment 
as to whether the questionnaire would assist in providing the 
information needed and to note any ambiguity or lack of clar-
ity in the questionnaire. Five of the six superintendents 
responded. 
10. Based on the information and criticisms received from princi-
pals and superintendents validating the questionnaires, the 
instruments were modified; unclear and ambiguous language 
\'ias removed. 
11. The final questionnaire was mailed to 139 principals and 
thirty superintendents in the thirty qualified elementary 
districts of DuPage County, Illinois, early in r~arch, 1978. 
A self-addressed return envelope was enclosed. 
13 
12. A follow-up mailing for non-respondents to the questionnaire 
was completed in mid-March. A self-addressed return envelope 
was enclosed in this mailing. One hundred four or seventy-
five percent of the principals responded to the questionnaire. 
Twenty-six or eighty-seven percent of the superintendents re-
sponded to the questionnaire. Respondents to the question-
naire indicated a willingness to be interviewed at a later 
date. 
13. The responses on the Likert scale portion of the question-
naire from all principals and all superintendents were com-
pared utilizing z and t tests to determine if a significant 
relationship existed. 
14. A portion of the questionnaire required respondents to rank 
the six supervisory activities according to relative value. 
The twenty-eight college professors performed the same rank-
ing. The respondent groups were paired and responses ana-
lyzed using Kendall's Coefficient Concordance to determine 
level of agreement. 
15. All four districts without a job description were included 
in the study. 
16. Four districts with job descriptions were randomly selected 
so a more accurate comparison could be made with the four 
districts not having job descriptions. The selection was 
accomplished by including any elementary district with a 
job description in OuPage County whose superintendent and 
at least seventy-five percent of the principals responded 
14 
to the questionnaire. Fourteen districts met this criterion. 
The selection required randomly drawing four of fourteen cards 
which represented the identified qualifying districts with job 
descriptions. 
17. A similar random drawing of names of two elementary princi-
pals within the eight sample districts followed. (In sample 
districts with two or less principals, these principals were 
included in the study.) In sample districts with more than 
two principals, the principals' names were noted on cards 
and two names from each district were randomly selected. 
18. An interview schedule was developed for principals and super-
intendents in the sample which reflected the six supervisory 
activities covered in the questionnaire. The purpose of the 
interview schedule was to probe, clarify, and check the con-
sistency of responses of principals and superintendents in-
cluded in the sample. 
19. Principals and superintendents in the sample were contacted 
by telephone and an interview date established. 
20. Interviews \'Jith principals and superintendents in the sample 
were held during the months of March and April, 1978. Inter-
views lasted an average of one hour. 
21. Letters of appreciation were sent to all superintendents and 
principals who participated in the study. 
22. The data received from the questionnaires and interviews were 
tabulated. 
23. The data were analyzed using appropriate statistical measures, 
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z tests, t tests, and Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance. 
In addition, the data were analyzed in narrative form focus-
ing on problems, strengths, weaknesses, commonalities, dif-
ferences, and trends. The purpose of the interview was to 
probe the rationale of principals' and superintendents' 
responses on the questionnaire. Since the data revealed 
inconsistencies among the subsections on the questionnaire, 
the interviev·l was used to clarify the data. In addition, 
the interview was used to gain insights into the relationship 
between the principals and superintendents which were not 
available through independent analysis of the questionnaire. 
24. Conclusions, recommendations, and implications were made. 
Limitations of the Study 
The limitations of this study were those inherent in using a 
mailed questionnaire and personal interview. 
1he construct and content validity of the questionnaire was 
tested on a panel of superintendents and principals. Their suggestions 
v1ere noted and necessary adjustments made to remove ambiguous and un-
clear wording. 
A structured interview schedule was used to standardize the 
interview and to gain added depth from the responses of the subjects. 
Deobold Van Dalen supported the use of interviews. He noted that re-
spondents are often more open in face-to-face discussion than when only 
\·tritten contact is made. 1 Lawrence S. ~1eyers and Neal E. Grossen pointed 
1oeobold Van Dalen, Understanding Educational Research (New 
York: McKay Co., 1971), p. 123. 
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out some l irnitati ons of i ntervi ev1s. They noted that securing i nforma-
tion during an interview is limited by the bias, age, and sex of the 
1 interviewer as well as the environment where the interview is held. 
The recording and analysis of data secured from an interview is also 
a limitation because they involve the subjective interpretation of the 
reseal·cher. 
Additional limitations of the study include: 
1. Only elementary districts in DuPage County were used in the 
sample. 
2. Only four districts in OuPage County r·eported having no job 
description. 
3. To be eligible for inclusion in the study~ response was nee-
essary from the superintendent and seventy-five percent of 
the principals in the district. 
4. Willingness of superintendents and principals to participate 
in the study. 
5. The relationships which exist between superintendents and 
principals influence responses. 
6. The honesty and candidness of responding subjects was assumed. 
7. The study tested for frequency of use and value given to six 
supervisory activities--not the effectiveness of these acti-
vi ties. 
Definitions 
The following terms used in this study are defined as follows: 
1r/1eyers and Gross en , p. 177. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
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elementary district: a school district in which no provision 
is made for public school beyond the e1ementary grades.l 
superintendent of schools: the chief executive and advisory 
officer charged with the direction of schools in a ~ocal 
school administrative unit, as in a district, ... 
supervisory role of superintendent: that aspect of the super-
intendent's behavior pattern directed toward providing leader-
ship to teachers and other educational workers in the improve-
ment of instruction.3 
expectancy: a term descriptive of a predicted level of success, 
such as ... an expectancy quality or level of performance as 
a teacher as predicted by some known qualifications of a can-
didate.4 
building principal: a person designated as the administra-
tive officer in charge of a particular school building.~ 
job description: a written statement of the various operations 
and duties, equipment, methods, working conditions and respon-
sibilities, and other essential factors concerned in a job; 
also a job summary, usually based on a job analysis of de-
tailed working conditions, promotional status, worker require-
ments, etc.; includes a summary of the education, experience, 
and training the worker must possess in order to qualify for 
employment.6 
supervisory role of principal: that aspect of a principal's 
behavior pattern directed toward providing leadership to 
teachers and other educational worket·s in the improvement 
of instruction.? 
tasks of supervision: an array of major goals or undertakings 
toward which the supervision program is directed; illustra-
tive are developing curriculum, organizing for instruction, 
providing instructional materials, providing in-service 
education, and evaluating educational programs.8 
ciass visitation: the practice of going to observe teachers 
at v/Ot'k teaching their classes; may be carried on ... by 
1Good, p. 192. 2rbid., p. 571. 
3Ibid., p. 572. 4rbid., p. 266. 
5Ibid., p. 437. 6Ibid., p. 320. 
?Ibid., p. 437. 8rbid., p. 574. 
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supervisors, principals and superintendents as a super-
visory practice.1 
10. supervisory conference: a conference among school workers to 
secure improvements in methods of teaching and in the devices 
and materials used, for example, a conference ... between a 
principal and teacher.2 
11. teacher evaluation: an estimate or measure of the quality of 
a person•s teaching based on one or more criteria such as 
pupil achievement, pupil adjustment, pupil behavior, and the 
judgment of school officials, parents, pupils, or the teacher 
himse1f.3 
12. in-service education: all efforts of administrative and super-
visory officials to promote by appropriate means the profes4 sional growth and development of educational workers; ... 
13. curriculum development: a task of supervision directed toward 
designing or redesigning the guidelines for instruction; in-
cludes development of specifications indicating what is to 
be taught, by whom, when, where, and in what sequence and 
pattern.5 
14. faculty meeting: a gathering of some or all of the educational 
staff members of a school for the purpose of discussing pro-
fessional problems, hearing announcements, receiving instruc-
tions, planning studies or committee activities, planning the 
school •s program, determining or r~commending policies, or 
listening to reports or addresses. 
libid.' p. 642. 2Ibid., p. 127. 
3Ibid., p. 221. 4Ibid., 2nd ed., p. 288. 
5Ibid., p. 158. 6Ibid., p. 158. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
The purpose of the study was to determine if a relationship 
existed bet\'Jeen superintendents 1 expectations and elementary principals 1 
supervisory performance by examining the frequency of use, relative 
value, and rankings given to the most commonly recommended supervisory 
activities by superintendents and principals in districts with and with-
out job descriptions for principals. The purpose of the study was 
accomplished by comparing the ratings and rankings given by principals 
and superintendents to supervisory activities and through an analysis of 
job descriptions and interviews. The study examined the nature of the 
relationship with particular focus on problems, strengths, weaknesses, 
similarities, dissimilarities, and trends. 
In Chapter II, the literature in the field was reviewed to 
determine the most frequently recommended supervisory activities for 
principals. The review of literature revealed that six supervisory 
activities were most frequently recommended for elementary school 
pt·incipals for the improvement of instruction. The six supervisory 
activities were: classroom visitation, principal-teacher conferences, 
teacher evaluation, in-service education, curriculum development, and 
faculty meetings. 
L -j terature related to each of the recommended supervisory activ-
ities for elementary school principals was reviewed to ascertain: the 
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purpose and importance of the practice as a supervisory activity~ the 
role of the principal in the activity, recommendations for teacher 
involvement in the activity, and guidelines for successful management of 
the activity. 
The review of literature did not attempt to present a chrono-
logical history of the evolution of supervisory techniques but rather to 
illustrate that the theory and functions of supervision have been rela-
tively static with little change over the last several decades. There-
fore, where appropriate, older quotes were intermingled with more recent 
statements to emphasize this fact. 
Recommended Supervisory Activities 
Classroom Visitation 
The purpose of classroom visitation over the years gradually 
changed as the supervisory behavior system matured. William Lucio noted 
the kinds of supervisory behavior employed in supervisory visits from 
principals in the early periods of supervision. 
Classroom situations were often evaluated as through the eyes of 
a psychoanalyst. Value judgments about teaching were common (•the 
teacher is warm and friendly•), judgments which frequently bore lit-
tle relation to the goals of schooiing or to teacher performance in 
changing pupil behavior. As a result, supervision tended to analyze 
the incidentals rather than the consequences of teaching, focused on 
personal attributes of teachers and pupils, described teacher behav-
ior in terms of inference rather than in terms of observed effects 
on pupils, and tended to view effective teachers as those whose 
performance was congruent with some hypothetical model.l 
Because of these beginnings, teachers traditionally feared the 
1William H. Lucio, ••The Supervisory Function: Overview, Analysis, 
Propositions, 11 in Supervision: Perspectives and Propositions~ William H. 
Lucio, ed., (Washington, D.C. Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development, 1967) p. 6. 
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pr·esence of the principal in the classroom when acting in a supervisory 
capacity. Burr~ Coffield~ Jenson~ and Neagley commented on some prin-
cipals' reactions to teachers' feelings about classroom visitations. 
In too many instances principals~ deciding that teachers have 
negative feelings about being observed in the classroom~ make very 
little use of this supervisory technique. They may rationalize 
that today•s teacher is a well educated professional who needs 
mainly to be left alone. Or they may explain that they simply 
have too many important duties in administering the school to 
permit them to spend an appreciable amount of time with chil-
dren and teachers in the classroom.! 
Richard Saxe agreed. 11 0ne of the reasons supervision is a 
neglected task is that principals are well aware that teachers may be-
come unhappy at the prospect of 'being supervised'. 112 
The first visitations bore little relationship to the perceived 
needs of teachers but were for the purpose of telling teachers their 
weak points and how to improve them. 3 
Ross Neagley and N. Dean Evans synopsized the literature on 
classroom visitations. They stated: 
Early texts in superv1s1on gave the supervisor a blueprint for 
entering the classroom and conducting the observation. Later texts 
advised against the use of this unpopular technique, and present-
day writings emphasize that observations should be made only a4ter 
the supervisor has established rapport with the teacher, ... 
Jacobson, Reavis~ and Logsdon noted that 11 Classroom visitation 
1James Burr et al., Elementary School Administration, (Boston: 
Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1963) pp. 114-115. 
2Richard Saxe, 11 Elementary Supervision Revisited, 11 Phi Delta 
Ka2oan 530 (June 1972): 652. -
3Luther E. Bradfield, Supervision for ~1odern Elementary Schools, 
(Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Books, Inc., 1964), p. 28. 
4Neagley and Evans, Handbook for Effective Supervision of In-
_struct ion, p. 150. 
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is practiced more frequently than any other supervisory device." 1 Ben 
Harris concurred and added, "Observing classroom teaching is as much a 
part of supervision as any activity could possibly be."2 
Literature on supervisory practices placed an e~phasis on the 
importance of classroom supervision. 
It is our position that the instructional leader of the school can-
not do his job without allotting generous amounts of his time for 
observing and studying children and teachers at work, and for par-
ticipating directly in the educational program.3 
Doris G. Phipps noted that although classroom visitation is an 
important supervisory activity, "The technique is not easily described 
because there is no one single procedure. The teacher visited, the pur-
pose of the visit, the type of activity observed, determine the proce-
dure one uses." 4 William Burton and Leo Brueckner agreed that, "The 
choice of procedures to use in a given situation depends on the 
purpose and the appropriateness of the method to conditions that pre-
va i 1 . 
George Kyte emphasized that, "Only carefully planned and con-
ducted supervisory visits permit the discovery, analysis, and diagnosis 
1Paul B. Jacobson, William C. Reavis, and James D. Logsdon, The 
Effective School Principal, 2nd ed., (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1963), p. 100. 
Cliffs, 
3 Burr et al., p. 115. 
Behavior in Education, (Englewood 
Inc., 1963 , p. 155. 
4ooris G. Phipps, ''A Challenge to the Supervisor," in ~ervi­
sion: Emerging Profession, ed. Robert R. Leeper (Washington, D.C.: Asso-
ciation for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1963), p. 204. 
5william H. Burton and Leo J. Brueckner, Supervision A Social 
Process (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1955), p. 324. 
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of specific classroom problems and needs of teachers and pupils.•• 1 
Mildred Swearingen emphasized the value of classroom visitations: 
... classroom visits, constitute one of the most immediately 
fruitful and rewarding activities of supervision. One of the major 
purposes served especially well by this form of activity is ~he 
knowing firsthand about the learning situation for children. 
Ben Harris noted the role classroom visitation plays in provid-
ing a means to analyze teaching. 
Much that is done effectively by supervisors involves analyzing 
what takes place in the classroom and getting individuals to do some-
thing to improve it. Observations and interviews are among the acti-
vities most frequently used for purposes of analyzing teaching.3 
John T. Lovell suggested that supervisors critically ar.alyze the 
assumptions they make of teacher behavior. 
If the teacher is viewed as a dedicated and competent profes-
sional, then overseeing or monitoring notions based on either exper-
tise or hierarchical authority would appear to be inappropriate in-
structional supervisory behavior. Rather, the function would be to 
initiate and maintain decision-making systems in which the greatest 
amount of professional competence could be brought to bear on a 
given decision or problem at a given time.4 
James Curtin noted that: 
The overriding purpose of supervisory visits today is to help 
teachers and children improve teaching and learning. The teacher 
today is viewed as an extremely significant person in fulfilling 
this purpose, and therefore, should help plan the observation.5 
1George C. Kyte, 11 Supervisory Visits Locate Teachers' Needs, 11 17 
Supervision: Emerging Profession ed. Robert R. Leeper (Washington, D.C.: 
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1969), p. 146. 
2swearingen, p. 122. 
3Harris, Supervisory Behavior in Education, p. 154. 
4John T. Lovell, 11A Perspective for VievJing Instructional Super-
visory Behavior, 11 in Supervision: Perspectives and Propositions, Hilliam 
H. Lucio, ed., (Washington, D.C.: Association for Supervision and Curric-
ulum Development, 1967), p. 18; 
5James Curtin, Supervision in Today's Elementary Schools, (New 
York: The MacMillan Company, 1964), p. 68. 
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John Bartky acknowledged that: 
. the formal classroom visitation approach provides an ex-
cellent opportunity for exploration of teachers' needs--physical~ 
social, and educational .1 
Jacobson, Reavis, and Logsdon emphasized the importance of 
teacher involvement in classroom visitations. 
Classroom visitation can be of benefit to both the principal 
and the teacher when it is properly employed. In a planned program 
of supervision, particularly when teachers have helped to formulate 
the plan, the classroom visit fits logically into the picture.2 
Richard Saxe noted that an effective classroom visitation re-
quired prior teacher involvement. 
We begin in advance of the classroom observation, probably a day 
in advance. In this pre-observation conference the teacher tells the 
supervisor what changes in pupils should come about, and they agree 
on the focus of the visit. No longer does the supervisor have carte 
blanche to cast his knowing eye on everything that takes place and 
render a general impression.3 
Ben Harris agreed that" ... The observer should know his purpose for 
observing. The purpose should be known and accepted . by the 
teacher 
Eye, Netzer, and Krey stressed that cooperative pre-planning by 
the principal and teacher was essential to the success of classroom visi-
tation. "Pre-planning is essential for success. A classroom 
visit for the sake of a classroom visit lacks professional direction in 
much the same way as showing a film that has not been previewed." 5 
1John A. Bartky, Supervision as Human Relations, (Boston: 
D.C. Heath and Company, 1953), p. 151. 
2Jacobson, Reavis, and Logsdon, p. 100. 3 Saxe, p. 654. 
4Harris, Supervisory Behavior in Education, p. 156. 
5Eye, Netzer, and Krey, p. 290. 
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By planning the observation together, the principal and teacher 
prov·ide the necessary direction for a classroom visit. During the pre-
visitation conference the purpose of the observation would be estab-
lished and understood by both parties. The teacher, at this time, 
shares with the principal the purpose of the lesson and the procedures 
and materials to be used during the visitation. A discussion of the 
ability differences in the class, the experiential background of the 
children, living difficulties of individual children, and how this 
lesson fits sequentially into the unit taught would provide appro-
priate readiness for classroom visitation. 1 
Saxe explained that: 
The purpose of the principal meeting with the teacher prior to 
the observation is to have the teacher and principal in agreement 
as to exactly wh~t would be looked at, and for, when the observa-
tion took place. 
The question of whether or not a classroom visit by the princi-
pal should be announced cannot be answered unequivocally because there 
are occasions when an unannounced visit is necessary. But typical of 
the cut~rent consensus in the 1 i terature, John Bartky noted that 
announced visitations are preferred. 
Thus announced visitation has an advantage which surprise visita-
tion does not have, for the added effort a teacher expends in the 
preparation for the announced visitation is in itself a learning 
experience.3 
Eye, Netzer, and Krey suggested the fo 11 owing guide 1 i nes for 
classroom visitation: 
1. The teacher not only should know the purpose of the visit but 
also should have a part in planning the number of visits, the 
--------
1curtin, pp. 70-71. 2 Saxe, p. 654. 3Bartky, p. 150. 
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time of the visits, the criteria to be used in observation, 
what is to be do~e with the criteria, and any resultant eval-
uation. 
2. The criteria will vary from visit to visit depending upon the 
specific purpose. No one set of criteria or checklist is suf-
ficient. 
3. The number of visits will vary depending upon the purpose. 
4. The visit should be used as a means to improve instruction 
through mutual efforts.! 
Charles A. Reavis explained that, 11 Following the pre-observation 
conference, the supervisor observes the specific lesson previously dis-
cussed with the teacher. 112 
The observation itself is of course structured accordingly to 
the teacher's objective for pupil behavior and the focus agreed 
upon during the pre-observation conference.3 
The method of reporting data from a classroom visitation has 
changed over the years. 
In the past many different checklists, evaluative records, ob-
servation guides, and report sheets have been proposed. These, how-
ever, were planned for the purpose of inspecting or rating the 
teacher and have limited utility for supervisory personnel today. 4 
McKean and Mills noted a critical change in classroom observa-
tion--a change in focus--from teacher to learner. 11 If ... the class-
room observation is more directly concerned wfth the learning of the 
students than the performance of the teacher, more beneficial results 
are likely. 115 Richard Saxe concurred and added: 
1Eye, Netzer, and Krey, p. 291. 
2charles A. Reavis, 11 Clinical Supervision: A Timely Approach, 11 
Educational Leadership 33 (February 1976): 361. 
3 Saxe, p. 654. 
4Robert C. McKean and H. H. Mills, The Supervisor (Washington, 
D.C.: The Center for Applied Research in Education, 1964), p. 86. 
5rbid., p. 82. 
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Having opted for a focus on pupil behavior~ we must specify in 
advance what sort of pupil behavior we are seeking to bring about 
in order to know if, or to what extent, we have made the desired 
change. This requires a persistent attempt to state objectives 
for each activity vJith some precision.1 
Principals have a responsibility for becoming acquainted with 
observational technology to help teachers become aware of their instruc-
tional performance patterns and children's response characteristics. 
Objective observational records can provide useful feedback on aspects 
of classroom instruction in which the teacher exhibits interest. With-
out question, objective observational records are more likely to be 
accepted by teachers than the opinions and ratings provided by a prin-
cipal after a classroom visitation in the past. The precise accurate 
records provide an opportunity for the teacher and principal to assess 
the meaning of the data, analyze if too much or too little of some kinds 
of behavior were exhibited and develop instructional strategies to pro-
duce desirable behaviors. 2 
The data obtained from a classroom visitation should be detailed 
enough to permit systematic analysis. II .. the central thrust is to-
ward the greater and more intelligent use of observation in supervisory 
practice .... 113 
Jacobson, Reavis, and Logsdon discussed the purpose of taking 
notes or recor·ding data during a visitation: 11 A record of each visit 
1 Saxe, p. 653. 
') 
LRichard r~. Brandt and Hugh v. Perkins, Jr.' 11 0bservation in 
Supervisory Practice and School Research, 11 in Observational t~ethods in 
the Cl_assroom ed. Charles W. Beegle and Richard t,1. Brandt n~ashi ngton, 
D.C., Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1973), 
p. 81. 
3Ibid., p. 79. 
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should be made in ~rder that the principal may have pertinent data for 
t f u1 subsequen con erences. Nathan Stoller agreed and added: 
The teacher should agree that the supervisor may take notes 
during the lesson. These notes will form one basis fo1~ a fruitful 
discussion during the follow-up conference. It would be desirable 
to have a more objective record of classroom activities. A tape 
recorder could be of use in many classrooms to provide a record of 
the oral interchanges between teacher and pupils. Far superior is 
a video tape~recording in which both the sight and sound of the 
classroom may be objectively recorded.2 
McKean and Mills discussed other means of securing data during 
a classroom visitation. 
Other devices are sometimes used, such as tape recordings, discus-
sion flow or participation charts, and time analysis of various 
activities. All such supervisory procedures must contribute to 
cooperative analysis of the problem and to constructive measures 
for subsequent improvement.3 
The recommendations which result from a classroom observation 
must be based on analysis of objective data. Richard Saxe commented: 
For most purposes I prefer to take copious notes . . . The rea-
son for this preference is the need to analyze and make recommen-
dations based upon actual observations rather than general impres-
sions. Any impression, any suggestion, must be tied to the spe-
cific data observed.4 
Morris Cogan stressed the need for specific statements describ-
ing a classroom visitation which both teacher and supervisor could ana-
lyze. 
In effect, both teacher and supervisor need to engage in analysis 
and interpretation of classroom events, and the data needed to 
1Jacobson, Reavis, and Logsdon, p. 101. 
2Nathan Stoller, 11 Proposal for a Pattern of Supervision, 11 in 
Selected Articles for Elementary School Principals, (Washington, D.C., 
Department of Elementary School Principals, 1968~ p. 58. 
3McKean and Mills, p. 86. 
4 Saxe, p. 654. 
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support analysis and interpretation must record the behavior of 
teacher and students as well as related classroom events.l 
Ben Harris noted~the importance of conferring with the teacher 
after an observation. 
Observations, to have any value, require some kind of follow-
up activities. The purpose of the observation will determine the 
follow-up activities tha~ are most useful. In general, follow-up 
activity involves some kind of recording of data observed, analy- 2 sis of observation data, a plan for feedback to the teacher, ... 
McKean and Mills concurred and emphasized the cooperative atti-
tude of principal and teacher in examining and interpreting the data 
from the visitation. 
There should be a follow-up of every classroom visitation. The 
supervisor and teacher must cooperatively examine the results of the 
observation. This is best accomplished through a post-visitation 
conference.3 
Richard Saxe stressed the importance of a post-observation con-
ference by commenting: 
An observation without a post-observation conference is no 
observation at all .... 
The post-observation conference should follow the event as 
soon as possible. The more nearly it approaches an examination 
of data by peers, the more helpful it becomes.4 
Harold J. McNally summarized the classroom visitation sequence. 
Each observation should be both preceded and followed by a con-
ference. In the first conference, the teacher and observer plan to-
gether those aspects of the teaching-learning situation on which the 
observation will be focused, and for what purpose. The postobserva-
tion conference then becomes an opportunity for analysis of the 
Mifflin 
1Morris L. Cogan, Clinical Supervision, (Boston: Houghton 
Company, 1973), p. 149. 
2Harris, Supervisory Behavior in Education, p. 158. 
3McKean and Mills, p. 85. 
4 Saxe, p. 654. 
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results of the evaluation and for planning whatever steps may next 
seem to be indicated_ The entire procedure should be viewed as a 
cooperative undertaking of two professionals, both of whom are 
working at improving the learning experiences of a specific 
group of children.l • 
George A. Goens and Ronald W. Lange considered pre-conferences, 
data-gathering and analysis, and post-conferences as generally recom-
mended classroom visitation procedures for elementary school principals. 
In the pre-conference, the teacher and principal identify needs, objec-
tives, and strategies. During data-gathering and analysis, the strate-
gies a~·e implemented by the teacher and the outcome of the st1·ategies 
are assessed by the teacher and principal. In the post-conference, the 
teacher and principal examine the data analysis, develop conclusions, 
and define implications through mutual discu~sion. 2 
Brandt and Perkins emphasized that elementary principals used 
class1·oom visito.tions as a supervisory technique but realize there is 
no simple formula or "one correct way to teach." 
the classroom has been shown to be a highly complex matdx of 
many important and interacting variables .... \~hat the teacher 
does is important but far from sufficient to guarantee successful 
learning. ~~1any other factors are important as well. Successfu-l 
formulas, furthermore, may apply to many individuals or situations 
but seldom to all. Just as children learn in different ways, 
teachers teach differently and often with equa 1 success .3 
~lcKean and ~1i 11 s concurred and emphasized the need for e 1 ementar-y 
principals to accept the diversity of teaching styles observed during 
classroom visitations. 
1Harcld J. tkNally, "What Makes A Good Evaluation Program, 11 
.fiati<?_nal E"leme~tar1._Principal 52 (Februar·y 1973): 28. 
2George A. Goens and Ronald W. Lange, "Supervision as Instruc-
tional P1nalysis," National Association of Secondar,y_j_chool Principa]2_ 
60 {September 1976): 20. 
3Brandt and Perkins, pp. 81-82. 
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There is no carefully defined set of classroom activities which has 
been demonstrated to work equally well for all. Effective and cre-
ative teachers are observed working in different ways according to 
personality differences, variation in educational goals and pur-
poses, and different student groups.1 
Ralph L. Mosher and David Purpel discussed a recent addition to 
supervisory practices, clinical supervision. They reported it origi-
nated at the Harvard-Newton Summer Program, a laboratory school operated 
by Harvard's Master of Arts in Teaching Program and the Newton, Massachu-
setts, public school system. 2 
Reavis explained that clinical supervision \·Jas developed by 
Morris Cogan over ten years ago and is a 11 procedure for observation in 
the clinic of the classroom. 113 
Clinical supervision may ... be defined as the rationale and 
practice designed to improve the teacher's classroom performance 
... (and) to improve the students~ learning by improving the 
teachers• classroom behavior.4 
Cogan listed eight phases in the cycle of supervision: 
1. Establishing the teacher-supervisor relationship 
2. Planning with the teacher 
3. Planning the strategy of observation 
4. Observing instruction 
5. Analyzing the teaching-learning processes 
6. Planning the strategy of the conference 
7. The conference 
8. Renewed planning5 
Although various phases of the clinical supervision cycle have 
been adapted for use by the e·l ementary pri nci pa 1 in class room vis ita-
1McKean and Mills, p. 82. 
2Ralph L. Mosher and David Purpels Supervision: The Reluctant 
Prof~~~ion, (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1972), pp. 77-78. 
3R . eav1s, p. 360. 4cogan, Clinical Supervision, p. 9. 
5 Ibid., pp. 10-12. 
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tions, Cogan does not view clinical supervision as a duty of the ele-
-
mentary principal. 11 Clinical supervision ... (is) often mistakenly 
viewed by the principal as part of his responsibilities.~~ This phase 
of supervision, according to Cogan is the task of individuals whose 
major responsibility is to provide supervision. 1 
Summary 
Classroom visitation is vie\ved by authors as one of the most 
valuable supervisory techniques available to elementary school princi-
pals to improve teaching and learning. Classroom visitation is a par-
ticularly valuable supervisory activity according to the literature 
because it demands the involvement of both principals and teachers. 
The ~mphasis on teacher involvement combined with goal orientation 
enables the teacher to have a voice in 11 determining his own profes-
sional destiny--an eminently professional thing to have happen. 112 
Principal-Teacher Conferences 
The principal-teacher conference has been a supervisory tech-
nique since the early 1800's. Traditionally after a classroom visita-
tion, the principal would meet with the teacher and remark on what was 
considered good and what was considered faulty. Today the principal 
1Morris L. Cogan, 11 The Principal and Supervision, 11 National 
Elementary Principal 53 (May 1974): 22. 
2~villiam Goldstein, 11 An Enlightened Approach to Supervising 
Teachers, 11 The Clearing House 46 (~larch 1972): 393. 
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and teacher meet to create a mutual understanding of the teacl1ing act 
and develop directions for the future. 1 
As the focus of the supervisory conference changed it became 
apparent that good rapport between the principal and teacher was essen-
tial for success of this activity. Wiles and Lovell stated that rapport 
is built into principal-teacher co~ferences when each participant is in-
tent on putting the other person at ease. 2 When good rapport was estab-
lished, the conference afforded an opportunity for both the principal 
and teacher to cooperatively analyze a problem, share interests, and 
really get to know one another. 3 
Cu;~tin defined a conference as a "planned discussion between 
supervisor and teacher about some important aspect of the educational 
enterprise."4 Swearingen emphasized that "Individual conferences .. 
constitute one of the most immediately fruitful and rewarding activities 
of supervision." 5 Burton and Brueckner concurred by stating, "The indi-
vidual conference is one of the best ... methods of securing growth in 
service. 116 
The individual conference is probably the most important super-
visory technique for use in the specific improvement of instruction. 
If correctly employed, it gives each teacher the special help he 
needs to become proficient in self-analysis, self-appraisal, and 
1Daniel A. Michalak, "Supervisory Conferences Improve Teaching, 11 
Florida Educational Research and Develo ment Council Research Bulletin, 
5-3/4 ERIC Document Reproduction Service, ED 051 089, Fall/Winter, 
1969) p. 9. 
2Kimball Wiles and John T. Lovell, Supervision for Better 
Schools (NevJ Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1975) p. 4. 
3McKean and Mills, p. 90. 4curtin, p. 90. 
5 Swearingen, p. 122. 6Burton and Brueckner, p. 169. 
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self-improvement. Being a form of personal interview, the indivi-
dual conference provides an excellent opportunity for the two par-
ticipants to define the subject to be discussed, to agree on the 
educational point of view, to recognize the need for improvement, 
and to solve the problem cooperatively.1 
The supervisory conference between principal and teacher exam-
plified what Berman and Usery referred to as: 
... a transaction between two adult minds that culminates in 
new insights which have an effect upon children or youth. The ef-
fect may vary in its quality depending upon the goals inherent in 
the teaching situation and the type of response evoked from the 
supervisor-teacher interactive setting.2 
Bradfield considered the supervisory conference an extremely 
valuable supervisory practice. 
It offers opportunity for the supervisory leader to work with the 
teacher on an individual basis in dealing with personal and profes-
sional problems. Its usefulness as a technique of supervision de-
pends largely on the attitude of the teacher and the skill of the 
supervisor. One important value of individual conferences is the 
opportunity they afford for promoting better understanding and 
rapport between teachers and supervisors.3 
Individual principal-teacher conferences afford both parties in-
volved an opportunity to interact, share, and plan on a person-to-person 
basis. Unruh and Turner wrote, 11 Counseling teachers and working with 
them on a one-to-one ratio has long been cited as a most valuable means 
of assisting them." 4 Hicks and Jameson stated, " ... we feel that the 
conference with the individual teacher is indispensable to the principal 
1Marks, Stoops, and King-Stoops, p. 322. 
2Louise r~. Berman and ~iary Lou Usery, Personal-ized Supervision: 
Sources and Insight~, (Washington, D.C.: Association for Supervision 
and Curriculum Development, 1966) p. 2. 
3sradfield, p. 36. 
4Adolph Unruh and Harold E. Turner, Supervision for Change and 
Innov_ation, (Boston: Houghton ~1ifflin Company, 1970) p. 149. 
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in helping him guide his faculty into more effective instl~uctional tech-
. ,) 
n1ques. 
The supervisory conference should be constructive and helpful. 
"Generally, the conference is positive and productive because it focuses 
on aspects of instruction previously identified as areas of concern by 
the teacher." 2 
The supervisory conference should provide an opportunity for the 
teacher to explore his conception about teaching and compare them to the 
thoughts of his supervisor. 3 
It is essential that the teacher's op1n1ons and judgments be 
respected. Obviously the key to most instructional problems lies 
in the situation itself, and the teacher is the only trained person 
who possesses continuing and intimate experience in the particular 
learning-teaching situation.4 
Curtin reported that principals use many indirect means of com-
municating to their faculties--letters, memorandums, public address sys-
tern, bulletins, etc. The conference is an especially significant means 
of communicating because it is direct and firsthand contact with indi-
vidual faculty members. 5 
... The more we are able to increase our direct, personal, face-
to-face relationships with our teachers, the better our chances are 
of advising and counseling them about their teaching.6 
Major changes in the thinking and feeling of an individual often 
come about through the impact of one person upon another. Although 
1i~i1liam V. Hicks and f•1arshall C. Jameson, The Elementary School 
Principal at Work, (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc. 1957) 
p. 61. 
2R . eav1s, p. 361. 
4McKean and Mills, p. 90. 
6Hicks and Jameson, p. 61. 
3sradfield, p. 37. 
5curtin, p. 89. 
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contacts between persons may be infrequent, the effects of such 
contacts should not be inconsequential, particularly within the 
educational enterprise.l 
The success of a principal often depends on his effectiveness 
in person-to-person conferences. 2 ''The conference has the great advan-
tage of providing for a direct and intimate interaction between super-
visor and teacher, both of whom are interested in improving instruction." 3 
Supervisory conferences "attempt to reach a union of minds and purpose. 
It is a de 1 i cate procedure. ,.4 
Next to classroom visitation and observation, the supervisory 
conference is the most direct procedure to assist the individual 
teacher. Because conferences frequently precede and almost always 
follow all but general classroom observations, they are commonly 
thought of as companion techniques.5 
Neagley and Evans commented that the primary reason for holding 
a principal-teacher conference is its importance as a technique to im-
prove instruction. Classroom visitations of experienced and inexper-
ienced teachers are of little value unless conferences are held to plan 
and/or implement a program for improvement. 6 
Doris G. Phipps noted the purpose of principal-teacher confer-
ences in relation to classroom visitations: 
Conferences must precede and/or follow a classroom visit .... 
In the person-to-person relationship, the supervisor is better able 
to stimulate change because the teacher has confidence to experiment 
when he knows someone is being supportive. Not only are ideas of 
change communicated in the conference, but the behavior problems of 
1Berman and Usery, p. 1. 
3McKean and Mills, p. 87. 
2Wiles and Lovell, p. 107. 
4wiles and Lovell, p. 109. 
5Neagley and Evans, Handbook for Effective Supervision of 
l!l_~truction_, p. 170. 
6Ibid., p. 171. 
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children are analyzed, new materials are found, school policies ar~ 
interpreted, and the burden of a personal problem has been shared. 
Luther Bradfield discussed the pre-conference in relation to the 
post-conference. 
Ideally, a conference before a visit will pave the way for the 
observational visit to assist with a particular problem. The fol-
low-up conference provides opportunity to discuss what was observed, 
analyze the situation, and plan for necessary changes in instruc-
tional technique. This conference offers an excellent opportunity 
for effective supervision.2 
Conferences can also be held between principal and teacher, when 
a beginning teacher is employed, when a teacher requests a conference 01~ 
3 
when the principal wants to discuss a problem with a teacher, etc. 
Wiles and Lovell wrote that the purpose of the conference affects 
both participants. Therefore, when initiating a conference, the princi-
pal is expected to make the purpose known to the teacher. 4 
Teachers, however, should never be in doubt as to the purpose of a 
visit. A conference before the visit can pave the way for the ob-
servation. A follow-up conference gives the opportunity to discuss 
what happened, to analyze reasons for pupil reactions and behavior, 
and to plan for changes in the techniques of instruction.5 
McKean stated that the purpose of the conference determines the 
frequency and length of the meetings. 6 There is no definitive answer as 
to where a conference should be held, although a teacher is usually more 
secure in his own classroom rather than the principal's office. 7 
1Phipps, p. 205. 2Bradfield) p. 30. 
3Marks, Stoops, and King-Stoops, p. 322. 
4Wiles and Lovell, pp. 108-109. 
5John Prater, "Improving the Skills of Teaching," in Supervision: 
Erne}·ging Profession, ed. Robert R. Leeper (Washington, D.C., Association 
for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1969) pp. 133-134. 
6McKean and Mills, p. 89. 7Marks, Stoops, and King-Stoops, p. 324. 
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Arthur Blumberg and Edmund Amidon noted supervisory conferences 
could be more productive if at the beginning of the conference the super-
visor and teacher discussed how the teacher perceived the teacher-
supervisor relationship. They added that the supervisor would be vlise 
to pay more attention to the inter-active nature of the conference and 
suggested an emphasis of indirect supervisory behavior rather than 
direct. 1 
The principals may utilize the principal-teacher conferences for 
many purposes, i.e. 11 talking over mutual problems~ asking for sugges-
tions, seeking help in making decisions, explaining reasons for needed 
changes, and giving recognition, credit~ and approval for work well 
done. 112 Formal conferences may be used before and/or after a classroom 
visitation. 3 Burr et al. noted that informal conferences may be brief 
but are important for building morale 1 and giving answers to questions 
which need immediate attention. 4 
Whatever the reason given for initiation, individual conferences 
provided one of the most effective settings for supervisory work. In 
many conferences the teacher and principal met as equals focusing on 
5 instructional problems. ••Individual conferences should constantly 
improve the problem-solving skills of the participants . 
1Arthur Blumberg and Edmund Ami don, ••reacher Perceptions of 
Supervisor-Teacher Interaction, 11 Administrator•s Notebook XIV, No. 1 
September, 1965), cited by Llewellyn G. Parsons,- Review of Related 
Research Literature on Educational S..l:!.£_erv·ision, (ERIC Document Repro-
duction Service, ED 091 825, October·, 1971~ 5. 
2Bradfield, p. 37. 3McKean, p. 87. 
4 Burr et al., p. 108. 5McKean and Mills, pp. 86-87. 
6Burton and Brueckner, p. 168. 
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Bradfield emphasized that in order for conferences between the 
1 principal and teacher to have a purpose, they must be planned. 
Mur·i e 1 Crosby commented: 
Any individual who begins participation without adequate preliminary 
information regard·ing the nature of the problem to be attacked, or 
without conviction regarding the importance of the problem, will 
find that the experience is usually a wasteful one.2 
Burr et al. specified the preparation a principal needed to 
make prior to a supervisory conference: 
As the principal plans for the conference with a teacher rela-
tive to instructional matters, he should: 1) review the teacher's 
cumulative folder, noting pertinent data including notes of pre-
vious conferences; 2) think about what he hopes to accomplish in 
the conference; 3) pre-plan agenda items with the teacher when 
appropriate and possible; 4) list problems and questions; 5) think 
through possible solutions; 6) note additional information needed; 
7) locate needed data and materials; 8) consider changes in plans 
if conditions are different from what he anticipates; and 9) think 
about his own behavior in the forthcoming conference.3 
Modern supervisory programs focus on a cooperative planning 
effort between pri nc-i pa 1 and teacher. "The conference method pro vi des 
an opportunity for the supervisory leader to gain acceptance as a co-
worker with teachers in the attempt to improve instruction.'.4 
McKean commented on the need for cooperative planning for a 
conference. 
If the conference is to be a cooperative discussion of some 
mutually recognized problem, the conference requires preparation 
by both participants. Both should study available material which 
deals with the problem.5 
1Bradfield, p. 37. 
2Muriel Crosby, Supervision as Co-operative Action, (New York: 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1957) p. 34. 
3Burr et al., pp. 112-113. 4Bradfield, p. 37. 
5McKean and Mills, p. 88. 
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The importance of teacher involvement in contributing to the 
- success of a conference was emphasized by BUl~ton and Brueckner, 
An individual conference is (or should be) a meeting between 
two persons equally interested in improving a situation. The 
vimvs and facts of each party are necessary to complete the pic-
ture. Exchange of facts and ideas is focused on problem-solving 
and not on one of the. persons in the conference.l 
Jacobson, Reavis, and Logsdon noted that if a conference was to 
ha~e value to the teacher, she needed to be encouraged by the principal 
to do most of the talking. By encouraging the teacher to analyze her 
teaching behavior, both strengths and weaknesses, she would be more 
. . t h 2 recept1ve o c ange. 
The importance of including the teacher in the process of ana-
lyzing and prescribing must be emphasized. If the teacher and the 
supervising principal are to perform as a professional team, it is 
important that they share a common professional odentation. Addi-
tionally, the teacher and the supervising principal must jointly 
accept effective methods and techniques of objective analysis. 
Only then can the factors observed during the course of the super-
visory visit be treated adequately; only then may the teacher and 
the supervisor be capable of professional consultation which may 
determine a program leading to improvement of instruction.3 
Jacobson, Reavis. and Logsdon recommended having the teacher sum-
marize what has been said or agreed upon before the conference ended. 4 
Because, "In the final analysis it is what the teacher decides to do day 
1Burton and Brueckner, p. 168. 
2Jacobson, Reavis, and Logsdon, p. 102. 
3Marks, Stoops, and King-Stoops, p. 326. 
4Jacobson, Reavis, and Logsdon, p. 103. 
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by day with students in the classroom that really matters and this 
daily encounter needs to be the focus of change. ul 
Swearingen suggested the principal keep a written record of 
supervisory conferences. 
Ideally some kind 
informal conferences. 
is often neglected .. 
be made of: 
of record should be kept of all but the most 
Such a procedure is time-consuming, and hence 
At a minimum, however, some record should 
a) the date and place of the conference 
b) the general topics of discussion 
c) any agreements reached for action 
d) any specific commitments made by 
supervisor, principal, or teacher. 
Without such a record, even persons with vivid memories can lose 
track of sincere promises, in the kaleidoscope of activity of a school 
day.2 
A supervisory conference could be a difficult activity to perform 
due to the personal involvement necessary between the principal and 
teacher participants who may have misgivings regardless of the exper-
ience either has had. Principals may wonder whether the teacher under-
stands their professional purposes. Teachers can be concerned over the 
impression the principal has of their work. 3 
Many conferences in the past have failed because 11 The supervisor-
teacher conference has been since time immemorial a meeting between a 
superior and an inferior officer in which the superior would aid or 
4 help or guide the inferior, and at worst give orders to be followed. 11 
1Thomas J. Sergi avanni, 11 Introduction: Beyond Human Relations,.~ 
in Professional Supervision for Professional Teachers, ed. Thomas J. 
Sergiovanni, (Washington, D.C., Association for Supervision and Cur-
riculum Development, 1975) p. 6. 
2swearingen, pp. 126-127. 3 Marks, Stoops, and King-Stoops, p. 322. 
4 Burton and Brueckner, p. 168. 
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Edwin Reeder concurred and added: 
But it must still be 
on the false premise 
pal by virtue of his 
teachers what to do. 
of democratic ideals 
remembered that the whole technique is based 
of the inevitable superiority of the princi-
position, and of his inherent right to tell 
The whole process, therefore, is a denial 1 
on which our culture is supposed to be based. 
Wiles and Lovell acknowledged that barriers could be easily 
built by the principal so as to make the conference ineffective. 
Superiority can be displayed verbally and nonverbally and is fatal. 
The lack of formality is crucial to successful conferences. 2 
A study by George Kyte in 1962 examined the organization of 
dn effective supervisory conference. Kyte based his investigation on 
thirty sets of tape recordings of supervisory conferences. He con-
chtded: 
, 
.lo 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
The conference should include four or five items. 
The first item should establish rapport and be given minor 
stress. 
The second and third items should be given major stress. 
The fourth item should be given major or minor stress. 
The fifth item should be given minor stress or passing mention. 
The last point should be given minor stress or passing mention. 
Some of the items in a conference should be related to each 
other. 
Repetition of a major point in the discussion increases its 
effectiveness on teaching in the future.3 
Reeder analyzed the above technique and suggested: 
. it seems obvious that if a principal habitually uses the out-
line suggested, any teacher who has the intelligence he ought to 
have to teach vii 11 very soon be aware of the sequence of points. . 
As Professor Milo B. Hillegas used to say in his supervision 
1Edwin H. Reeder, Su ervision in the Elementary School, (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1953 , p. 104. 
fornia 
2wiles and Lovell, p. 
3George C. Kyte, "The 
Journal of Educational 
109. 
Effective Supervisory Conference," Cali-
Research 13 (September 1962): 168. ------
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classes, 'If the course of a supervisory conference usually runs 
on the formula, "You did this, that \-Jas good, and that, that was 
good, BUT ... ''then any intelligent teacher remains tense, wa"it-
i ng for the "BUT". • 
From the point when the wol·d "but" is used to the end of the 
interview, it will tend to be conducted in an argumentative atmos-
phere of attack and defense. Little real good is likely to come 
from such a situation.1 
It was generally agreed that there was no set formula for a 
principal-teacher conference. Close adherence to any set of rules 
would tend to make the conference ineffective. 2 
Neagley and Evans acknowledged the uniqueness of each super-
visory conference but suggested there were some general guidelines 
concerning supervisory conferences which could be adopted to fit the 
situation: 
1. The individual supervisory conference should be looked upon 
as part of a problem-solving technique. 
2. Conferences should be thoroughly prepared for by both the 
supervisor and the teacher. 
3. The conference should be held as soon after the classroom 
observation as possible. 
4. The conference should be held on school time, or within the 
teacher-day as defined by district policy. 
5. The conference should be as informal as possible and held 
in a place where both the teacher and the supervisor feel 
at ease. 
6. The discussion must be in light of a common, district-wide 
philosophy of education understood and accepted by both 
parties. 
7. A plan of action should be drawn up in writing, including 
a summary of points agreed upon by both parties and the 
assignment of responsibilities. 
8. A written summary should be kept of all conferences, and 
copies should be given to both participants. 
9. The conference should be evaluated by both participants 3 
with the idea in mind of improving the conference technique. 
The principals who used supervisory conferences and displayed 
1Reeder, pp. 
3Neagley and 
Instruction, p. 172. 
100-101. ? . ~W1les and Lovell, p. 107. 
Evans, Handbook for Effective Supervision of 
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a sincere interest in effecting a positive and sharing atmosphere were 
rewarded by increased cooperation and enthusiasm from their staffs. 
Teachers responded positively when they were considered worth-while 
and contributing members of their school organization. 1 
Summary_ 
The literature highly recommends the use of principal-teacher 
conferences to increase the likelihood of both principals and teachers 
sharing common professional interests, objectives, and goals. Princi-
pal-teacher conferences enable both parties involved to meet, to ex-
change facts and to cooperatively focus on problem solving in an 
attempt to improve instruction. 
Teacher Evaluation 
Wherever there are human beings, there will be evaluation. 
Man is a valuing and a goal-seeking being. Even if he were to 
decide not to evaluate, he would end ug evaluating how well he 
had succeeded in giving up evaluating.2 
The elementary school principal has direct responsibility for 
evaluation of his teaching staff. The development of evaluation pro-
grams has been a concern of principals and teachers for many years. 
Burr et al. noted that those within and outside the profession voiced 
concern over evaluation of 11 competency 11 , 11 Staff performance'', 11 teach-
ing effectiveness 11 , etc. 3 
Bradfield com~ented on the importance of evaluation: 
1Marks, Stoops, and King-Stoops, p. 326. 
2Robert B. Howsarn, 11 Current Issues in Evaluation," National 
E·iei~1entar·y Principal 52 (February 1973): 12. 
3 Burr et al., p. 346. 
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Evaluation is an essential activity, and it is a part of the 
teaching-learning process. In evaluation an attempt is made to 
determine the extent to which goals have been reached. Some kind 
of standards or criteria must be set up with which actual practice 
is measured or compared.! 
Neagley and Evans discussed evaluation of teachers as a pivotal 
supervisory activity, "Evaluation is an essential process in the im-
provement of the learning situation."2 McKean and t~ills added, "The 
function of evaluation is basic to supervision. Improvement and pro-
gress have their beginnings in the appraisal of present conditions."3 
Roald F. Campbell and Russell T. Gregg discussed teacher eval-
uation as a duty of the principal. 
He is accountable to the community and to the board of educa-
tion for the performance of each employee. By various devices, 
then, he keeps himself informed as to levels of performance, and 
deals with needs either on a staff-wide basis as part of the gen-
eral in-service development program, or he deals with them indi-
vidually as the situation demands.4 
Harris listed "planning, organizing, and implementing activi-
ties for the evaluation of all facets of the educational process di-
rectly related to instruction," as one of the ten tasks of supervision. 5 
Robert B. Howsam defined evaluation as "a process that involves 
making judgments on the basis of evidence regarding the attainment of 
previously determined conditions or objectives."6 William Goldstein 
concurred and added '' ... evaluations assess the degree to which 
articulated goals are achieved."7 
1Bradfield, p. 140. 2Neagley and Evans, p. 176. 
3McKean and Mills, p. 9. 
4Roald F. Campbell and Russell T. Gregg, Administrative Behavior 
in Education (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1957) p. 223. 
5Harris, p. 14. 6Howsam, p. 13. 7Goldstein, p. 394. 
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McNally wrote that the primary objective of a teacher evalua-
tion program is the improvement of the school's program of teaching and 
learning. 1 Howsam discussed the purpose of evaluation in terms of 11 goal 
achievement" . 
. . . The achievement of goals--broad expectations or purposes--or 
the achievement of objectives--more limited in scope and leading to2 ward more specific goals--is the ultimate object of all evaluation. 
Thomas added, 11 Any evaluation program v1hich does not produce better edu-
cational services to children is only a futile exercise. 113 
Burr et al. provided a review of the purposes of teacher evalua-
tion. 
Thus the purposes for evaluating staff seem clear: (1) to obtain 
data and information about the staff person and his performance 
that may be helpful in improving instruction; (2) to gather in-
formation that may be helpful in planning in-service and growth 
experiences for staff members; (3) to provide tangible data for 
personnel practices related to retention, promotion, dismissal, 
upgrading and assignment of responsibilities; and {4) to provide 
data related to staff personnel that may be implemented and used 
for improving the teaching-learning environment for the child.4 
One quality which was repeated in the literature as crucial to 
the success of a teacher evaluation program was teacher involvement. 
Bradf·ield stated, 11 \-lhether the evaluation is of pupil progress, teach-
ing, leadership, or the school curriculum, it should be planned as a 
cooperative enterprise. 115 \~iles and Lovell concurred, 11 A basic tenet 
of the evaluation approach is that all persons involved in the situa-
tion being evaluated should have a part in establishing the criteria 
1McNally, p. 29. 
3oonald Thomas, 
National Association of 
581Decernber 1974): 1. 
2 Howsam, p. 14. 
11 The Principal and Teacher Evaluation, .. 
Secondary School Principals Association Bulletin 
4 . Burr et al., pp. 346-347. 5Bradfield, p. 140. 
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1 by 1..,rhich the situation will be evaluated. 11 Bernard H, ~lcKenna added, 
11 School~taffs should be involved in all aspects of performance evalu-
ation: deciding on goals and criteria, selecting or developing evalu-
ating systems, applying and analyzing the findings, and determining 
the resulting actions. 112 
Burr et al. discussed guidelines for evaluation of staff in 
these terms: 
... the principles of involvement should be kept uppermost. 
Appraisal of staff persons should be something that is 'done with' 
rather than 'done to.' It is a cooperative venture with the staff 
person knowing the what, the why, and the how of the process; be-
ing in on the establishment of criteria, appreciating the goals 
and purposes, and understanding the process.3 
The importance of cooperation between the supervisor and 
teacher \'vas a 1 so emphasized by Lucio and tkNei 1 : 
Operationally, supervisor and teacher jointly define the 
objectives of instruction, specify the pertinent and necessary 
procedures required to accomplish these purposes, and determine 
in advance the evaluation measures to be applied.4 
Donald Medley commented on the need for teacher participation 
in establishing the goals and criteria for evaluation. II an agree-
ment must be reached between the evaluator and evaluatee about what goal 
is appropriate for the teacher and how progress toward that goal is to 
h be assessed. 11 " 
Robert L. Hei chberger and James t1. Young, Jr. stated, 11 Teachers 
1Wiles and Lovell, p. 231. 
2Bernard H. McKenna, 11 Context for Teacher Evaluation," National 
flernentar_i:_ Prin~jJ2?_l 52 (February 1973): 21. 
3Burr et al., p. 351. 4Lucio and McNeil, p. 249. 
5oona1d f.l. r-1edley, 11 A Process Approach to Teach Evaluation," 
National Elen!entar,Y- Princi.2_ci!._ 52 (February 1973): 33. 
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see the justification for supervision and evaluation programs. But 
they want to be a partner in the process." 1 
Eye, Netzer, and Krey noted that full faculty ·involvement at 
every step is often unrealistic but suggested a possible solution in 
the use of faculty briefing sessions. "The involvement of as many 
staff members as possible can be a positive influence." 2 
Teacher involvement in evaluation was not recommended and rare-
ly practiced in the early history of education. Teachers at that time 
were evaluated on their traits and attributes. Principals would rate 
teachers using lists enumerating traits considered essential to teacher 
effectiveness, i.e. enthusiasm, strong voice, cooperation, punctuality, 
pleasant appearance, etc. 3 
Thomas described evaluation based on "good traits" as: 
. harmful rather than helpful; it treats educational personnel 
as stereotypes rather than individual men and women. It concen-
trates on peripheral items rather than important components of the 
teaching process.4 
Years later, educational evaluation programs were effected by 
the Lewin, Lippitt, and White climate studies. Skills and competencies 
of the teacher as well as the climate in the classroom were the foci of 
evaluation methods. The principal played a crucial role in observing 
interactions between students and teacher in the classroom. Teachers 
were evaluated on ability to organize, democratic behavior, ability to 
r: listen, ability to prepare adequately, etc.~ 
1Robert L. Heichberger and James M. Young, Jr., "Teacher Per-
ceptions of Supervision and Evaluation," Phi Delta Kappan 57 (November 
1975): 210. 
2Eye, Netzer, and Krey, p. 254. 
4rbid., pp. 2-3. 
3 
5 
Thomas, p. 1. 
Ibid., p. 3. 
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Herold E. Mitzel commented on the rating scales used to 
describe teaching behavior. 
The various views, descriptions, and criteria of teaching behav-
ior, used as bases for evaluation, have generally been assumed or 
inferred to relate to teaching effectiveness, and, ultimately to 
changes in pupil behavior.! 
Thomas repudiated the value of rating instruments . 
. there is no body of research, no convincing evidence that 
this kind of evaluation identifies good teaching. Nor is there 
any reason to believe that good teaching can be segmented and 
evaluated by a study of certain skills or the existence of cer-
tain classroom conditions.2 
t-lore recently evaluative methods imitated industry by emphasiz-
ing product evaluation. The focus of product evaluation was on student 
achievement, test scores, and other 11 objective data". 3 
Feyereisen, Fiorino, and Nowak reported that in modern supervi-
sian, 11 The trend is away from the use of self-reports and rating as use-
ful sources of data. Measurement by a priori classification, behavioral 
observation, and objective instruments are preferred .. 
Martha A. Cook and ~lerbert C. Richards reported a study in which 
236 teachers were each independently rated by a principal and a super-
visor for teaching effectiveness. The results of the study revealed 
that 11 the rating scales generated data that were more a reflection of 
1Herold E. r~itzel' 11 Teacher Effectiveness," Encyclopedia of 
Educational Research, 3rd ed., (New York: The Macmillan Company, 
1960), pp. 1481-1486. 
2 Thomas, p. 4. 3Ibid., p. 4. 
4Feyereisen, Fiorino, and Nowak, p. 249. 
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the rater's point of view than of a teacher's actual classroom behav-
• II 1 1or. 
Wiles and Lovell discussed the weakness of rating scales. 
Rating is unsatisfactory as an evaluation procedure. Although 
it produces a judgment that can be used by the administration, it 
prevents the teacher from asking for needed help and the supervisgr 
from seeing a normal teaching situation; it eliminates any possi-
bility for cooperative relations between the teacher and the status 
leader. Rating should be recognized as an administrative device 
used to establish a base for salary increases, promotion, or dis-
missal, and as a deterrent to improving instruction.2 
Curtin concurred and added: 
If instructional improvement is being accomplished in districts 
with formal rating, it is probably not due to the rating. The weak-
nesses of rating scales in terms of reliability and validity are so 
glaring that one cannot place much confidence in their results.3 
Feyereisen, Fiorino, and Nowak discussed the demand that systems 
approaches would make on evaluation in the future. 
Systems approaches will require more reliable knowledge of teacher 
competence and effectiveness because of the high value placed on 
goal achievement for the organization, on the one hand, and teache~ 
satisfaction, on the other.4 
In reviewing the literature on teacher effectiveness, Bradfield 
reported that evaluating the effectiveness of teacher performance was 
a complete task. "This is one of the more controversial issues of all 
the areas of education. Much research has been done in the area of 
teacher evaluation."5 
1~1artha A. Cook and Herbert C. Richards, "Dimensions of Princi-
pal and Supervisor Ratings of Teacher Behavior," The Journal of Experi-
mental Education 41 (Winter 1972): 11. 
2Wiles and Lovell, p. 242. 3curtin, p. 245. 
4Feyet·eisen, Fiorino, and Howak, p. 249. 
5Bradfield, pp. 142-143. 
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Howsam discussed the results of research on teacher effective-
ness. 
For many years researchers have sought to identify the charac-
teristics of the effective teacher; more recently~ attention has 
turned to analysis of teacher behaviors. None of these efforts 
should obscure the fact that pupil learning and behavior are the 
purpose of the school and, therefore~ must be the ultimate objects 
of evaluation.l 
McKenna also noted the lack of definitive results from research 
in this area: 
. attempts to attribute differences in learning outcomes to 
different performances on the part of school staffs have been far 
less successful. In fact~ they have produced so few definitive 
results to date that most researchers agree the results should 
not be used, in any broad sense, for selecting one kind of per-
formance over another or for administrative decisions related to 
staff competence.2 
Research studies on teacher effectiveness have included Ryan's 
study on teacher characteristics~ 3 Flanders' investigation of inter-
action analysis in the classroom~ 4 and Turner's study on teaching as 
problem solving behavior. 5 
Lucio and McNeil discussed the problems involved in teacher 
effectiveness studies. 
1Hmvsam, p. 14. 2McKenna, p. 21. 
3oavid G. Ryans~ "Research on Teacher Behavior in the Context of 
the Teacher Characteristics Study~" in Contem orar Research on Teacher 
Effectiveness, ed. Bruce J. Biddle and William J. Ellena New York: 
Holt~ Rinehart and Winston~ Inc., 1964) pp. 67-101. 
4Ned Flandet·s~ "Some Relationships Among Teacher Influence, Pupil 
Attitudes, and Achievement," in Contemporary Research on Teacher Effec-
tiveness~ ed. Bruce J. Biddle and William J. Ellena (New York: Holt, 
Rinehat·t and Hinston, Inc., 1964) pp. 196-231. 
5R. L. Turner, "Teaching as Problem-Solving Behavior: A Strategy," 
in Contem orar Research on Teacher Effectiveness, ed. Bruce J. Biddle 
and William J. Ellena New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston~ Inc., 
1964) pp. 102-126. 
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Methods of judging teacher effectiveness have been subject to 
several kinds of difficulties. First, the various methods which 
have been utilized yield results which do not correlate highly 
with each other; hence they do not measure the same aspects. 
Second, the methods which appear most valid have often been per-
ceived as difficult to administer. Third, and most important~ 
the determination of teacher effectiveness depends to a large 
extent on the criteria used. In essence, if different methods 
and different criteria are used in measuring the factors which 
contribute to teaching success, the results will inevitably 
differ .1 
Bruce J. Biddle and William J. Ellena in 1964 reviewed the 
results of teacher effectiveness studies: 
Recent summaries have revealed that literally thousands of studies 
have been conducted on teacher excellence since the beginning of 
the b1enti eth century. Investigators have 1 ooked at teacher train-
ing, traits, behaviors, attitudes, values, abilities, sex, weight, 
voice quality, and many other characteristics. Teacher effects 
have been judged by investigators themselves, by administrators, 
and parents, by master teachers, by practice teachers, and by 
teachers themselves. The apparent results of teaching have been 
studied, including pupil learning, adjustment, classroom perfor-
mance, sociometric status, attitudes, liking for school, and later 
achievement. And yet, with all this research activity, results 
have been modest and often contradictory. Few, if any, facts are 
now deemed established about teacher effectiveness, and many former 
'findings• have been repudiated.2 
Research has not provided definitive results as to what charac-
teristics correlate highly with teacher excellence. Just as in 1964, 
11 
••• no general agreement exists as to what constitutes effective 
teaching, and no standards of teacher effectiveness are commonly 
3 
agreed upon. 11 
In education, as in other areas, there are two basic methods of 
1Lucio and McNeil, pp. 239-240. 
2
sruce J. B i dd 1 e and vJi 11 i am J. Ell en a, Contemporary Research 
on Teacher Effectiveness, ed. Bruce J. Biddle and William J. Ellena 
(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1964) Preface p. vi. 
3 Thomas, p. 1. 
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evaluation, summative and formative. Summative or product evaluation 
occurs at the conclusion of the teaching-learning act. II These 
evaluations are entered into records and are used as the basis of 
decisions." 1 
McKenna reported that standardized achievement tests and other 
forms of measurement are not a sufficient basis for teacher evaluation. 
The use of these tests to evaluate teacher performance is not realistic. 
Homogeneously grouped classes give the teachers of brighter children an 
unfair advantage. 2 
Howsam described formative evaluation as: 
. the use of data to make a process or operation effective as 
it goes along. This kind of evaluation is termed formative since 
its purpose is to continually fashion and refashion behavior in 
such a way as to achieve objectives.3 
In fot·mative or process evaluation as described by Medley the 
teacher and principal assess the value of the on-going teaching-
·1 earning activity. It provides for continual reassessment of goa 1 
attainment and allows the teacher to make necessary adjustments to 
4 
reach the goals. 
Eye, Netzer, and Krey emphasized the important relationship 
between process and product. 
The reluctance to differentiate sharply between process and prod-
uct has led many supervisors to evaluate process without reference 
to product. A positive suggestion is that the evaluation of pro-
cess may be more pertinent to the discovery of reasons for an up-
satisfactory product rather than to stand as an evaluative end. 0 
1 Howsam, p. 13. 
2Bernard H. f,1cKenna, "Teacher Evaluation--Some Implications," 
Jod~~Ed~~ation 62 (February 1973): 55. 
~ 4 JHowsam, p. 13. Medley, p. 34. 5Eye, Netzer, and Krey, p. 253. 
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Medley concurred that process or formative evaluation should 
be the basis for teacher evaluation and instructional improvement. 
I would like to defend the proposition that teacher evaluation 
should be based on assessment of the process of teaching rather 
than on the product. Because teacher evaluation is a means to an 
end, not an end in itself. The purpose is to improve instruction 
in order to make the schools more effective. Thus for the purpose 
of improving instruction> process evaluation is far superior to 
product evaluation.l 
Wiles acknowledged that in evaluating teachers the supervisor 
assumes each teacher will act in a professional manner to achieve his 
own personal goals and the goals of the school. 
Therefore, it is suggested that each staff member should ex-
plicate the personal and organizational goals he hopes to achieve 
each year, the process he plans to utilize, and the effort he plans 
to make. These desires should be discussed in detail with his co-
ordinator and they should reach agreement. During the course of 
the year evidence should be assembled to verify the actualization 
of the processes and the achieved outcomes by both the teacher and 
the coordinator in order to check for congruency between objectives 
agreed on and performance objectives reached.2 
Goldstein referred a goal-oriented approach to teacher evalua-
tion . 
. . . goal-oriented superv1s1on eliminates what today's young might 
call mickey mouse elements of standard observation and evaluation 
reports and says to experienced teachers that: (1) all performances 
can be improved, (2) let us agree on major areas of your performance 
wherein you will work on improvement, and (3) at the end of a year, 
let us meet to discuss, analyze, and evaluate the degree to which 
you achieved what you said you would do.3 
Lucio and McNeil discussed the procedures to be used in an 
evaluation program. 
The supervisor, then, in working out procedures for the evalu-
ation of teacher performance, starts with the goal of committing 
1Medley, p. 33. 
3Goldstein, p. 393. 
2wiles and Lovell, p. 243. 
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teachers to defined and measurable tasks and establishing the 
conditions by which the teacher can succeed. Accordingly, the 
supervisor places teachers in a situation where (1) teaching 
objectives are defined and there is every reasonable probabil-
ity of achieving them, (2) every effort and resource is applied 
to help teachers succeed in accomplishing the defined objectives, 
and (3) the quality of performance is judged in terms of how well 
the defined and agreed-upon objectives are achieved.1 
Thomas stated more specifically what principals could do to 
establish an evaluation relationship with their teachers. 
1. Confer with each teacher on an individual basis, reviewing 
their goals, objectives or standards. During the meeting 
the principal should put the teacher at ease, allow the 
teacher to do most of the talking, develop a written state-
ment of objectives and note what assistance will be provided 
2. The teacher should be asked to develop a program which would 
assist in reaching the mutually-agreed on objectives. The 
principal is obligated to observe the teacher often and pro-
vide help if needed 
3. At the end of the year the principal should have sufficient 
data to validate whether the objectives were achieved. The 
type of assessment or measurement used would depend on the 
goals: student achievement, classroom environment, or 
teaching strategies2 
McNally summarized the desirable characteristics of a teacher 
evaluation program: 
1. The purposes of the evaluation program are clearly stated in 
writing and are well known to the evaluators and those who 
are to be evaluated 
2. The policies and procedures of the program reflect knowledge 
of the extensive research related to teacher evaluation 
3. Teachers know and understand the criteria by which they are 
evaluated 
4. The evaluation program is cooperatively planned, carried out, 
and evaluated by teachers, supervisors, and administrators 
5. The evaluations are as valid and as reliable as possible 
6. Evaluations are more diagnostic than judgmental 
~ Self-evaluation is an important objective of the program 
8. The self-image and self-respect of teachers is maintained 
and enhanced 
9. The nature of the evaluations is such that it encourages 
teacher creativity and experimentation in planning and 
guiding the teaching-learning experiences provided children 
1Lucio and McNeil, p. 249. 2Thomas, pp. 5-7. 
56 
10. The program makes ample provision for clear, personalized, 
constructive feedback1 
Lucio and McNeil emphasized that in the past, teacher evalua-
tions were performed in ways which bore little relation to the teachers' 
essential tasks. 2 In addition, McKenna reported that performance eval-
uation threatened those evaluated and was an onerous task for the prin-
. 1 3 c1pa . 
William Drummond commented on how some teachers view evaluation. 
Whenever I see evaluation forms, I wonder why evaluation isn't 
more closely related to what the teacher is trying to do. I have 
yet to be asked ahead of time what my intentions were for teaching 
a particular class, and then be observed in relation to what I was 
trying to do. It would seem to me that the criteria should be 
jointly agreed on by the evaluator and the evaluatee every t·ime. 4 
McKenna discussed the way teacher evaluation is. 
1. Evaluation is threatening to teacher 
2. They see it as something that is done to them by someone else 
3. It is used mostly for determining teacher status relative to 
dismissal, tenure, and promotion, even though instructional 
improvement is often advertised as its major purpose 
4. Teachers often are unaware of the criteria used to judge them 
He then discussed how it ought to be: 
1. Evaluation should be something that teachers anticipate and 
want because it gives them insight into their own performance 
2. It should be something in which teachers have a part along 
with stud~ts, parents, and administrators 
3. Evaluation should be used to diagnose teachers' performances 
so they can strengthen their weaknesses through in-service 
education 
4. Teachers should take part in developing or selecting evalua-
tion instruments so that they know criteria against which 
they are judged.5 
1McNally, pp. 24-28 2Lucio and McNeil, p. 246. 
3McKenna, Context, p. 23. 
4\~illiam H. Drummond, 11 Involving the Teacher in Evaluation" 
National Elementary Principal 52 (Febru~ry 1973): 31. 
5 ~lcKenna, p. 55. 
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The success or failure of the school is determined to a great 
extent by what the teacher does in the classroom. 1 Therefore, it is 
imperative that the elementary principal assumes his \'Ole as an in-
structional leader by 11 Utilizing the results of evaluation for in-
service education, the improvements of instruction, and the continued 
gro.,..Jth and development of effective staff workers. 112 
Teacher evaluation is a highly regarded supervisory activity 
by authors in the field. Because there is little agreement in the 
literature as to the qualities of an effective teacher, the coopera-
tive development and execution of teacher evaluation programs by 
principals and teachers is essential to the success of this activity. 
Teacher In-service 
In-service education has been part of the educational scene 
ever since new teachers entered the profession bearing their certifi-
cates from normal training centers. Years ago, teachers were better 
educated than the society in general and because the school curriculum 
was relatively stable an occasional teachers' institute or conference 
was considered appropriate in-service. 3 
In reviewing in-service education today, Mi1brey Mclaughlin 
and Paul Berman pointed o~t that because of declining enrollments and 
decreased budgets, school staffs are becoming increasingly stable and 
1Thomas, p. 7. 2Burr et al., p. 357. 
3Elizabeth A. Dillon, 11 Staff Development: Bright Hope or Empty 
Premise?'', Educational Leadership 34 (December 1976): 165. 
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stale. In addition, they noted increased spending is not a panacea for 
all educational ills. The best and most expensive educational products 
which are put in the hands of unskilled or unmotivated teachers are 
doomed to failure. Therefore principals are turning from educational 
products and machines to training and development of staff as a means 
of improving instruction. 1 
Bradfield discussed the need for in-service for all teachers. 
It may be assumed that all teachers at one time or another have 
problems for which they need supervisory help. The principal must 
work with all teachers on whatever problems are most in need of 
attention in such a way as to further2the growth and development of both new and experienced teachers. 
The beginning teacher has a particular need for in-service be-
cause pre-service preparation is often inadequate. "Preservi ce train-
ing alone, then, cannot produce great teaching." 3 
In addition, Rubin discussed that beginning teachers have only 
student teaching experience and course work to draw upon. 11 All in all 
such training begets teachers who have little choice but to learn at 
the expense of their first students. ,.4 
Discussing the experienced teacher, Adolph Unruh and Harold E. 
Turner noted, "The experienced teacher has the problem of keeping up 
1 
... Milbrey tklaughlin and Paul Berman, 11 Retooling Staff Develop-
ment in a Period of Retrenchment, 11 Educational Leadership 35 (December 
1977): 191. 
2Bradfield, p. 62. 
\ouis J. Rubin, "The Case for Staff Development," in Profes-
sional Supervision for Professional Teachers ed. Thomas J. Sergiovanni 
(Washington, D.C.: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Develop-
ment, 1975) p. 34. 
4Ibid., p. 35. 
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·~"Jith new developments which outrun his techniques and outdate his cur-
. l If 1 n cu urn . 
. . . Even the perfect practitioner for 1966 would be grossly im-
perfect for 1976. Times change, the pupils change~ curriculums 
change, situations change, and so we must have dynamic profes-
sional growth programs if we are going to have anything approxi-
mating excellence in education, now or in the future.2 
An effective program for teacher in-service today should pro-
vide for continuous growth and assistance to all teachers, from neo-
phyte to mature. Unruh and Turner discussed the focus of such a 
program. 
The beginner needs assistance in getting under way. The 
teacher achieving security needs aid of a different type and much 
freedom. The maturing teacher needs additional challenges to keep 
up his interest and support and to retain his enthusiasm. He can 
provide invaluable service by helping the beginner or occasionally 
the experienced teacher solve a problem. The maturing teacher 
group represents the greatest resource the supervisor could pos- 3 sib1y have--if a satisfactory working relationship ·is maintained.' 
Spears noted that in-service training or staff development is 
a much more flattering concept than supervision to teachers because 
in-service implies everyone on the staff, teacher administrator, etc., 
can grow on the job. 4 
A review of the literature revealed a variety of definitions 
for ir.-set·vice. John Bartky noted the relationship between supervision 
and in-service education: 
By definition all superv1s1on is inservice education, but the 
term •·inset·vice education• is usually applied only to that teacher 
training which is done in teacher groups under the direction of a 
·--·----------
1unruh and Turner, p. 91. 
2Ben M. Harris, 11 ln-Service Growth--The Essential Requirement, 11 
1dus3~2_q~~l_Leaders~ 24 (December 1966): 257. 
3unruh and Turner, pp. 100-101. 4 Spears, p. 351. 
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supervisor or some other educational expert, in conjunction with 
the over-all supervision program.1 
James M. Lipham and James A. Hoeh had an equally broad view of 
in-service: 
... in-service education includes all professional development 
activities in which one engages after initial certification and 
employment and does not conclude until there is a termination of 
services.2 
Neagley and Evans defined in-service education simply. 
In-service education has been defined as any planned program 
involving supervisors and teachers in the improvement of class-
room instruction.3 
Raymond E. Hendee's definition specified the many purposes of 
in-service education. 
Staff development is the sum of all planned activities designed 
for the purpose of improving, expanding, and renewing the skills, 
knowledge, and abilities of participants.4 
C. Glenn Haas' often quoted definition of in-service education 
was all encompassing. "Broadly conceived, in-service education in-
eludes all activities engaged in by the professional personnel during 
their service and designed to contribute to improvement on the job." 5 
N. Durward Cory offered a definition which encompassed outcomes: 
1 Bartky, p. 292. 
2James t~. Lipham and James A. Hoeh, Jr., The Principalship: 
Foundations and Functions, (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1974) 
p. 257. 
3 Neagley and Evans, Handbook for Effective Supervision of 
Instruction, p. 225. 
4Raymond E. Hendee, "Toward Effective Staff Development Plans 
and Programs," Educational Leadership 34 (December 1976): 163. 
5c. Glenn Haas, "In-Service Education Today," in National 
Society for the Study of Education, 56th Yearbook, Part I, (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1957) p. 13. 
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In-service education is assumed to be the sponsoring or pursuance 
of activities which will bring new insights, growth, understand-
ing, coopel~ative practices, democratic procedures, and community 
understanding to the members of the staff and arouse them to ac-
tion to improve the curriculum, to take additional training, and 
to improve themselves and their work in every possible manner.1 
Klopf noted that the principal as leader of the elementary 
school, is responsible for a staff development program. 11 The estab-
lishment of the climate and the involvement of persons and resources 
to support staff development is the responsibility of the principal. "2 
James Huge also stressed the importance of the principal's role in 
staff development. II . if schools are going to do the job required 
and expected of them, not only today but in the years to come, the 
principal can and must play a large role in the area of staff develop--
ment. 113 
Swearingen viewed staff development as a priority of super-
visors. 
Persons responsible for superv1s1on must become sensitive to 
the interrelationships among curriculum improvement, professional 
growth, and personal development, and they must recognize that 
helping teachers take the next step in personal growth is often 
the most significant thing they can do.4 
1N. Durward Cory, "Incentives Used in Motivating Professional 
Growth of Teachers, 11 The North Centra 1 Association Quarterly 27 {Apri 1 
1953): 391·-392. 
2Gordon J. Klopf, "The Principal and Staff Development in the 
Elementary School" Princeps Series: Developing the Role of the Elemen-
tary Principal as an Instructional Leader, Occasional Paper Number 4 
(Nel'/ York: Bank Street College of Education, ERIC Document Reproduc-
tion Service, ED 108 282, 1974), p. 2. 
3James Huge, "The Principal as Staff Development Leader,'' 
_Educational Leadership 34 (February 1977): 384. 
4swearingen, p. 139. 
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Stephen P. Hencley, Lloyd E. tkCleary, and J. H. McGrath 
focused in-service responsibility on the elementary school principal. 
Whether district-wide or 'local' and whether teacher-directed 
or subject-matter directed, the success of in-service development 
will depend in part upon certain general considerations. The ele-
mentary school principal has the responsibility of ascertaining the 
appropriateness for his organization members, as their chief spokes-
man.1 
David Turne~ acknowledged the value of staff development as a 
supervisory activity, " ... we believe that the most critical area for 
concentration of supervisory effort is on the professional development 
of the teacher .... "2 Harris agreed that "In human organizations 
such as schools, professional growth is the central leadership task 
of supervision and an essential requirement of each individual." 3 
Lucio and McNeil commented on the increasing need for in-
4 
service training as a result of programmatic and societal changes. 
James Curtin noted that as the goals of the organization 
change, "An in-service education program directed at ·improving instruc-
tion must provide activities and experiences that are in harmony with 
the objectives of the program. 115 
... Teacher education, then, is considered a most important means 
to goal accomplishment in educational organizations. Accordingly, 
1stephen P. Hencley, Lloyd E. McCleary, and J. H. ~kGrath, The 
Elementary School Principalship (Nevi York: Dodd, t·1ead and Company, 1970) 
p. 239. 
2
oavid Turney, "Beyond the Status Quo," Educational Leadership 
23 (May 1966): 667. 
Action, 
3Harris, "In-Service Growth--The Essential Requirement, 11 p. 
4Lucio and McNeil, Supervision: A Synthesis of Thought and 
p. 117. 
5
curtin, p. 143. 
260. 
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supervisory practices and strategies have evolved from the com-
pelling charge to improve instruction through teacher growth.1 
The role of the elementary school principal in in-service edu-
cation does not include making decisions for the classroom teacher but, 
rather 11 to enhance and broaden the experience of the teacher in o1~der 
to allow for more effective decision making." 2 The involvement of 
teachers from planning to evaluation of the in-service program was 
emphasized by Ben M. Harris and Hailand Bessent. "Involvement is an 
important key to success." 3 
Jessie L. Colquit and Elmira Hendrix stressed that after an 
area of deficiency is defined, an in-service program should be cooper-
atively planned by the principal and teachers. Speaking to principals 
they noted: 
... In developing your in-service program ... make a concerted 
effort to serve as a stimulus for change, to raise questions, and 
to stimulate teachers to talk about the strengths and weaknesses 
of the school; and help them identify and define problems in need 
of study.4 
Lipham and Hoeh agreed: 
. On occasion, an entire staff recognizes a common pre-service 
preparation deficiency or need to be up-dated concerning emerging 
theory and practice. In such instances, the involvement of the 
faculty in identifying, planning and conducting relevant programs 
is essential. The principal, as leader of the staff, assists in 
1Feyereisen, Fiorino, and Nmvak, p. 243. 
2 Ray Hall and John Hansen, 11 The Process of Supervision," Class-
room Supervision and Informal Analysis of Behavior a Manual for Super-
-~sion, 1972 (Eugene, Oregon: ERIC Document Reproduction Service ED 
071 161, 1972, University of Oregon) p. 2. 
3Harris and Bessent, p. 9. 
4Jessie L. Colquit and Elmira Hendrix, "So You Are the New 
Principal?'' Clearing House_ 51 (September 1977): 23. 
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the identification of needs and the provision of progl"ams to meet 
those needs.l 
11 Developing a training program requires groups of teachers, 
specialists, the principal, and the leadership support team to identify 
the human resources in the school and available to it. 112 11 When such 
planning is undertaken cooperatively, with those persons to be affected 
by the in-service program systematically involved in all stages of the 
planning, it is possible for personal needs to be recognized while 
systematic procedures for change are emp1oyed. 113 11 Growth can come only 
where opportunity for grovtth is present. Participation in working out 
solutions of problems which are vital to teachers is the food which 
can pro vi de further growth .• A 
Cory emphasized that if teachers are given an opportunity to 
determine the objectives of an in-service program, they will work 
toward making the program a success. 5 
... For the administrator to set up a type of organization in 
which teachers have an opportunity to share experiences and to 
contribute to the solution of problems which are of direct con-
cern to teachers is probably the most vital of all incentives in 
setting up a truly successful program of in-service education.6 
Neagley and Evans stated, 11 ... a cooperatively planned in-
service program will attract the interest and participation of more 
staff members, ... 11 7 They continued, 11 Supervisors should work with 
1Lipham and Hoeh, p. 257. 2 Klopf, p. 8. 
3Harris, 11 In-Service Growth--The Essential Requirement, 11 p. 260. 
4 Cory, p. 393. 5Ibid., p. 392. 
6Ibid., p. 393. 
7Neagley and Evans, Handbook for Effect~ve Supervision of 
Instruction, p. 218. 
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teachers in planning, so that in-service activities will result in more 
real participation and lasting results." 1 
In initiating an in-service program the elementary principal 
must ''know and understand the ways in which successful democratic rela-
tionships at·e carried on between the faculty and the administration." 2 
"The selection of the training mode or strategy to be used will depend 
upon an appraisal of all of the dynamics of the setting, the objectives 
to be attained, and the resources available." 3 
Neagley and Evans concurred that the kind of in-service used 
would be dependent on many factors . 
. . . The list of possible in-service programs is almost infinite, 
since actual planning will be based on a number of factors, such 
as staff experience and training, nature of the pupil population 
and community, and the status of curriculum development in the 
district.4 
Klopf presented a thorough review of in-service activities and 
noted the following structures are available for staff development: 
conference (convention), institute, workshop, seminar, course, carousel, 
colloquium, symposium, and school study approach. Within these struc-
tures Klopf suggested using the following activities to present infor-
mation: lectures, discussions, panel presentations, forums, hearings, 
meetings, printed materials, media presentations, exhibits, library 
and resource centers, and staff meetings. 5 
Harris identified in-service activities and categorized them 
1rbid., p. 225. 2 Cory, p. 395. 3 Klopf, p. 5. 
4Neagley ar.d Evans, Handbook for Effective Supervisio~ of 
Instruction, pp. 216-217. 
h ~Klopf, pp. 35--46. 
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according to purpose, group size, experience impact, and tasks. The 
activit~es were as follows: brainstorming, buzz sessions, committees, 
demonstrations, directed practice, discussions, exhibits, field trips, 
films, T.V., first-hand experience, group therapy, structured inter-
views, focused interviews, non-directed interviews, inter-visitations, 
laboratory, lectures, meetings, observations, panels, readings, 
socials, tape recordings, testing, and writing. 1 
Fred T. Wilhelms discussed new techniques used in staff develop-
ment. He referred to audio and video tapings, minicourses, and micro-
teaching as important developments in the field of in-service program 
development. 2 
Providing time for teacher in-service has always been a problem. 
In former years, in-service was held after teachers had put in a full 
day at work. Today principals are asked to seek alternatives which 
will enable teachers to be in-serviced while they are fresh and pro-
ductive. "Solving this particular problem may be the supervisor's 
most important achievement because of the far-reaching implications 
for the entire instructional program."3 
In addition, Rubin suggested that "in-service education can be 
a vexation: teachers endure meetings which are trivial, impotent, or 
both, and administrators search vainly for programs that will make an 
authentic difference in the quality of teaching that goes on.'A 
1Harris, Supervisory Behavior in Education, p. 80. 
2Fred T. Wilhelms, Supervision In A New Key (Washington, D.C.: 
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1973) pp. 1-7. 
3unruh and Turner, p. 119. 4Rubin, p. 38. 
' 
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Harris emphasized that in-service programs must be dynamic to 
be effective. He noted: 
... a large portion of the activities carried on under the banner 
of in-service education are really tractive in their effects. This 
is to say they are efforts to defend ex1sting practice against 
change, to orient new staff members to standardized operating pro-
cedures, or to make existing practice more uniform.l 
In addition, Unruh and Turner pointed out the financial restric-
tions in implementing an in-service program. 
Most solutions to in-service problems involve increased costs--
pay for substitutes to release teachers or reimbursement to teachers 
for working other than during the regular school day. Supplies and 
materials are also necessary for a successful in-service program 
often in large quantities. With the normally tight instructional 
budget, these additional expenditures call for careful advance 
planning on the part of the supervisor.2 
Recognizing and dealing effectively with the problems of in-
service education should be faced squarely by both principal and staff. 
Rubin commented that the principal •s role in an effective in-service 
program will: 
... become a facilitating rather than directing role, teachers• 
motivation and commitment will become correspondingly more impor-
tant, and the desire to grow and improve will, in turn, depend to 
a considerable extent on the degree of satisfaction teachers de-
rive from their efforts.3 
Cory summarized the recommendations made in the literature by 
offering ten elements for an effective program in staff development: 
1. Teachers are made to feel that they are an integral part of 
the school administration 
2. Opportunities exist for promoting teacher improvement 
3. Curriculum planning is carried on cooperatively by teachers, 
administrators, and supervisors 
4. Research and experimentation by teachers and teacher groups 
is encouraged 
1Harris, 11 In-Service Growth--The Essential Requirement, 11 p. 257. 
2unruh and Turner, p. 120. 3Rubin, p. 49. 
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5. New teachers are well oriented to their positions 
6. There is teacher-parent-community cooperation 
7. Salary practices are adequate and recognize training and 
experience 
8. Sufficient time is available to carry on group activities 
without injury to health and morale 
9. The administrator is fair and open minded. Suggestions of 
teachers carry weight with him and are given careful con-
sideration 
10. All activities are carried on by administrators, supervisors, 
and teachers working as a team toward their fulfillment1 
Summary 
Authors in the field of supervision view in-service training as 
an essential supervisory activity provided by principals to help teachers 
broaden and deepen their knowledge of children and subject matter. Prin-
cipals use information gained from classroom visitations and principal-
teacher conferences to assist in determining areas of need. P1anning 
for in-service should be undertaken cooperatively by all those to be 
involved or affected, so as to provide the greatest opportunity for 
awareness and growth. 
Curriculum Development 
Hicks described the curriculum in early periods of history as 
11 almost entirely prescribed by the state and enjoying an almost sacred 
status among the teachers in the schools of the state. 112 In addition, 
Unruh and Turner commented that 11 The authoritarian supervisor of yester-
day felt that things could best be altered by administrative (super-
visory) directives to teachers. 113 
1 Cory, p. 394. 
2Hanne J. Hicks, Educational Supervision in Principals and 
Practice, (New York: The Ronald Press Company, 1960);·p. 223. 
3unruh and Turner, p. 186. 
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11 The years have seen a shift toward the assumption of a greater 
degree of local responsibility for the nature of the instructional pro-
gram.111 Although there are common elements in district curriculum pro-
grams today, there is sufficient flexibility to allow for local innova-
tion. Ronald Doll noted that this flexibility spotlights the importance 
of high quality leadership in schools of the 1970's. 11 Continuing stud-
ies, including those by foundations concerned with education, show that 
where leadership is weak or lacking in continuity, instructional pro-
9l"ams al·e 1 i kely to fail. u2 
A 1·eview of the literature provided a variety of definitions of 
11 Curricu1um 11 . Swearingen noted 11 Curriculum should be defined as in-
eluding those experiences of children for which the school accepts 
responsibi1ity. 113 
f~o:;her and Purpel's definition was more encompassing. "The 
curriculum, in simplest terms, is those experiences, materials, and 
techniques that constitute what the students are supposed to and/or 
actually learn."4 
Neagley and Evans' definition focused on outcomes and abili-
ties. "Curriculum should be defined as all of the planned experiences 
provided by the school to assist pupils in attaining the designated 
learning outcomes to the best of their abilities." 5 
1Hicks, p. 223. 
2Ronald C. Doll, Curriculum Improvement: Decision Making and 
proc~~~· 3rd ed., (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1974) p. 274. 
3swearingen, p. 301. 4Mosher and Purpel, p. 5. 
5Ross L. Neagley and N. Dean Evans, Handbook for Effective Cur-
riculum Development (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
19 6 fL---p-.--2-. 
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John U. Hichaelis, Ruth H. Grossman, and Lloyd T. Scott pro-
vided a definition for planned and hidden curriculum . 
. ln this book the planned curriculum is defined as broad goals 
and specific objectives, content, learning activities, use of in-
structional media, teaching strategies, and evaluation-stated, 
planned, and carried out by school personnel. The "hidden" cur-
riculum includes learnings in cognitive, affective, and psycho-
motor domains that are acquired concurrently with the planned 
curriculum but come about as a result of conditions or exper-
iences not deliberately planned or set forth in advance.1 
Curriculum development was defined simply by Ronald Brandt as 
"the planning of programs designed to enable people to learn." 2 
McNally and Passow discussed the definition of curriculum in 
relation to curriculum improvement. 
When the curriculum is perceived as all those experiences which 
children and youth have under the school •s jurisdictions then cur-
riculum improvement may involve any of the many dimensions of the 
educa~ional ~rocess influencing the nature and quality of these 
ex pen ences. 
Feyereisen, Fiorino, and Nowak succinctly stated the importance 
of curriculum development in relation to supervision. "The substance 
of supervision in educational organizations is curriculum improvement. 
That is, its main concern is with the design and operation of quality 
programs .• .4 
Hencl ey, ~kCl eary, and tkGrath concurred and added, "Curd cul urn, 
1 John U. r~i chae 1 is, Ruth H. Gt·ossman, and L 1 oyd F. Scott, Ne\'1 
Designs for Elementary Curriculum and Instruction, 2nd ed., (Ne~tl York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1975) p. 1. 
2Ronald Brandt, "Who Should Be Involved in Curriculum Develop-
ment," Educational Leadership 34 (October 1976): 10. 
3Harold J. ~1cNally and A. Harry Passow, _!_mpro'{~the Quality 
of Public School Progra~~· (Columbia: Bureau of Publications Teachers 
College, Columbia University, 1960) p. 29. 
4Feyereisen, Fiorino, and Nowak, p. 115. 
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instruction, in-service education of staff, and superv1s1on are complex 
1 
aspects of the formulation of the total education program of the school." 
Curtin pointed out that the curriculum was the setting for in-
structional improvement . 
. . . If supervisory activities are not reflected in curriculum 
practice, supervision does not exist. There is no other outlet 
for it except the curriculum, and, if this outlet is not utilized, 
supervism·y progr·am~, even the most elaborate and expensive, are 
worse than useless. 
''If one wishes to deal with improvement practices, he must be 
familiar with the strengths and weaknesses of the various types of 
curriculum and the influence of classroom organization."3 
Hicks noted that curriculum improvement activities affect the 
quality and effectiveness of the entire school program. II .. most 
educators feel that educational improvement begins with the improve-
ment of the curri cul urn. 114 f~cNa lly and Passow agreed that "Awareness 
and ability critically to appraise curriculum issues is an important 
part of the process of upgrading program qua1ity. 115 
Henc 1 ey, ~kCl ea ry, and McGrath described the ro 1 e of the e 1 e-
mentary school principal in relation to curriculum improvement . 
. the effectiveness of the school's program depends upon its 
curriculum--how it is conceived; how it is organized; how it is 
implemented; and how it is continuously developed. No other task 
is more important in the principalship, if the principal is to 
exercise educational leadership and enhance his role. Nothing 
could be more dangerous to education than for this task to be 
removed from the principal's purview or responsibility or for 
p. 155. 
1stephen P. Hencl ey, Lloyd E. ~1cCl eary, and J. H. McGrath, 
2curtin, p. 161. 
4Hicks, p. 220. 
3Ibid., p. 183. 
5 McNally and Passow, p. 79. 
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it to be abdicated by him through a lack of understanding of its 
importance or the ability to perform in this phase of his role.l 
Swearingen emphasized that the principal is responsible for 
instructional leadership in the school. 2 A study conducted by the 
Department of Elementary School Principals in 1968 surveyed 2,292 
principals and found that over fifty percent "modify and adapt" the 
general school system's curriculum program working in cooperation 
with the teachers of their schools. 3 
Huber M. Walsh also emphasized the importance of the principal 
as a curriculum-change engineer . 
. . . Whether the proposed change involves the use of a commercial 
package program, a curriculum borrowed from another school system, 
or the building from the ground up of a new approach, the princi-
pal is the key person in the development, diffusion and adoption 
of the idea.4 
Mosher and Purpel 's comments reflected the consensus of the 
1 iterature . 
. . . when the supervisor serves as a curriculum developer, he 
organizes curriculum materials, involves teachers in their pro-
duction and implementation and acts as a resource person for in-
dividual teachers. Clearly the development of curriculum is of 
prime importance to teaching and virtually all contemporary 
writers in the field argue that supervision should always in-
clude this function.5 
Because the "real authority for the instructional program of 
the school has rested increasingly with the principal ," 6 it is crucial 
1Hencley, McCleary, and McGrath, p. 155. 2swearingen, p. 301. 
3Department of Elementary School Principals, The Elementary 
School Principalship in 1968 (Washington, D.C.: National Education 
Association, 1968), p. 79. 
4 5 Walsh, p. 252. Mosher and Purpel, pp. 20-21. 
6 Doll, p. 326. 
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that the principal 11 exercise leadership in developing a strategy for 
the accomplishment of the task. 111 
Burr et al., noted how the principal exerts leadership in cur-
riculum development . 
. the principal ... provides the leadership and organization 
through which his faculty is encouraged to take the initiative in 
and to participate in curriculum endeavors, while at the same time 
fostering an experimental approach in curriculum .... 2 
Mark Chesler, Richard Schmuck, and Ronald Lippitt emphasized 
the role of the principal in facilitating curriculum invocation . 
. . . principals must act in ways that demonstrate their support 
of staff inventiveness. It is not enough that the principal be 
interested in staff innovativeness; his interest must be obvious 
to the staff. The principal who publicly supports new classroom 
practices is more likely to have innovative teachers than the one 
who does not.3 
Unruh and Turner discussed how a principal could be influential 
in initiating change. 
The supervisor who takes on the leadership in fostering and 
initiating change has a complicated task. He has to set up com-
mittees and get them in operation. He must discover and develop 
leaders not only to take over these groups but to strike out in 
new directions themselves. Both structures and leaders need sup-
port systems, including community approval, administrative encour-
agement, financial backing, time to do the job, and clerical assis-
tance.4 
Lucio and McNeil noted the following guidelines which an ele-
mentary school principal could follow to affect change. 
1walsh, p. 258. 
2Burr et al., Elementary School Administration, p. 449. 
3~1ark Chesler, Richard Schmuck, and Ronald Lippitt, 11 The Prin-
cipal's Role in Facilitating Innovation, 11 Theory into Practice 2:5 
(1963): 275. 
4
unruh and Turner, p. 188. 
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1. There must be clear evidence that the leadership is strongly 
supporting the new proposals for change. People are respon-
sive to what their leaders want. No one should remain in 
doubt about how the principal feels about a change in the 
case of an individual school . 
2. Individuals realize that their own future is intimately 
linked with the fortune of the schools and the proposed 
change 
3. There is institutional resistance to forces which endeavor 
to change the character of the school 
4. The behavior of individuals is affected by the actions of 
the group to which they belong 
5. The success of any plan for change requires that individuals 
have opportunity to master new skills 
6. The process of change is expedited if effective measuring 
devices are developed 
7. Big changes are sometimes relatively easier to make than 
small onesl 
Robert Knoop and Robert O'Reilly wrote 11 It is a maxim in deci-
sion making that individuals who are affected by decisions should par-
take in making these decisions. 112 11 Unless the teacher is involved and 
changed, there is little reason to believe that anything else that might 
be done could significantly improve instruction. 113 
Ultimately, all changes in education--in instruction or in im-
provement of learning--take place in the classroom and are carried 
out by teachers. The teacher, then, is the crucial person in the 
situation, the base on which all programs are built. Therefore, 
the supervisor's first consideration is to develop a climate in 
which teachers accept the concept that better ways can be found 
and should be sought.4 
Unruh and Turner pointed out that 11 While the supervisor is an 
agent of change he does not himself order it. 115 V. A. Hines and Hulda 
1Lucio and McNeil, pp. 109-111. 
2Robert Knoop and Robert O'Reilly, Participative Decision Making 
in Curriculum (University of Ottowa: ERIC Document Reproduction Service, 
ED 102 684, 1975}, p. 1. 
3Hencley, tkCleary, and ~1cGrath, p. 168. 
4unruh and Turner, p. 197. 5Ibid., p. 186. 
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Grobman com~ented that a principal's leadership style contributed to 
the receptivity of the staff to curricular change in elementary schools. 
~~reachers in elementary schools with democratic principals have signifi-
cantly more favorable attitudes toward curriculum change than teachers 
with authoritarian principals. 111 
Gordon N. MacKenzie referred to individuals who were responsible 
for curricular changes as internal and external participants in change. 
Internal participants are those who had a direct connection 
with the legal or social system from which a particular descrip-
tion was taken. Because of this relationship, they had a greater 
potential than other participants for several kinds of direct ac-
tion in respect to one or more of the determiners of the curric-
ulum. External participants are those outside of the immediate 
social or legal system under consideration. Both groups of par-
ticipants have a potential for indirect action (influence on 
those who have the power to take direct action).2 
MacKenzie identified ten major groups of internal participants: 
11 teachers, principals, supervisors, superintendents, boards of educa-
tion, citizens in local communities, state legislatures, state boards 
or departments of education, and state and federal courts.'' 3 He also 
identifies six (6) categories of external participants: 
••• 
11 non-educationists (individuals and groups), foundations, 
academicians (individuals and groups), business and industry 
(including materials and facilities producers, and agents of 
the mass media), educationists (individuals, groups, and orga-
nizations such as teacher-educating institutions, accrediting 
agencies, and professional associations), and the national gov-
ernment (primarily the legislative and executive bt·anches). 11 4 
·---·--------
1v. A. Hines and Hu 1 da Grobman, 11 What a Pri nc i pa 1 Does t~a tters, 11 
?hi Delta Kappan 37 (April 1956): p. 309. 
2Gordon N. MacKenzie, 11 Curricular Change: Participants, Power 
and Processes,'' in Innovation in Education ed. Matthew B. Miles (New 
Ycric Bureau of Publicatictns, Teachers College, Columbia University, 
1.964) p. 409. 
3rbid. 4 rbid., pp. 413-414. 
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Doll recognized all the contributors to curriculum reorgani-
zation but noted the importance of the local district. 
The individuals and organizations within local school districts 
who have special roles in improving the curriculum are teachers and 
their aides, pupils, administrators and supervisors, boards of edu-
cation, and individual laymen and groups of laymen. Though outside 
agencies are affecting schools in important ways, the center of the 
improvement process remains \'Jith the American community.l 
"The school faculty, with parent and pupil participation at 
appropriate points, is responsible for planning a coherent, integrated 
program." 2 "Citizens, parents, teachers, and children all have appro-
priate contributions to make to genuine curriculum improvement."3 
Conrad Toepfer noted, "It ·is critical that the means to currie-
ulum development be undertaken with a commitment to the true represen-
tative interaction of professionals, students, and community citizens." 4 
Delma Della-Dora discussed why group involvement in curriculum 
development was essential . 
. . . In its simplest terms, when a group of people really works 
together for common goals in ways sanctioned by the group each one 
takes responsibility for everything that is decided. The group does 
not expect only the administrator or supervisor to follow up and 
'monitor' or-renforce' decisions. If tt·uly made by the group, the 
decisions 'belong' to the group. Every person is simultaneously 
'leader' and 'follower•.5 
A review of the literature revealed agreement regarding the 
value of teacher involvement in curriculum development; teachers are 
1oon, p. 269. 
3Hicks, p. 222. 
2Hencley, McCleary, and McGrath, pp. 156-157. 
4conrad F. Toepfer, Jr., ''vJill the Real Curriculum Players Step 
Forth?", Education~LJ:~adershj_p_ 34 (October 1976): 16. 
5Delmo Della-Dcra, "Changing Styles of Leadership for Curriculum 
and Supervisory Harkers," Educational Leadership 35 (October 1977): 8. 
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the first level of influence and their involvement is crucial to cur-
riculum development and instructional improvement . 
. . . Regardless of how sound the plan, or how enlightened the con-
ceptualization of learning at other levels, it can only be facili-
tative of the processes initiated and carried out by the teacher 
with learners. The teacher makes many decisions and shapes the 
learning situation regardless of how detailed the plan or how 
carefully designed the materials might be.l 
George A. Beauchamp emphasized that the local school provides 
the perfect arena for curriculum development. In particular he noted 
the need to involve teachers in planning the curriculum because they 
(teachers) in turn would remain to implement and appraise the success 
of the program. 2 
Wiles and Lovell noted the importance of administrator and fac-
ulty cooperation in curriculum development. "The important principle 
involved is that the administrator should not make the decision without 
thorough consideration by the people who will be involved in its imple-
mentation."3 Hicks agreed by stating, "local administrators and teach-
ers, involving community contributions whenever possible, have found it 
possible to bring about much needed change through organized curriculum 
study, ,A " the more teachers have an opportunity to participate in 
the preparation of curriculum materials, the more likely these materials 
are to be used in classroom teaching and learning situation." 5 
1Hencley, ~lcCleary, and ~lcGrath, p. 156. 
2George A. Beauchamp, "Some Issues and Trends in Curriculum 
Planning," The Elementary School Journal 56 (April 1956): 343. 
3wiles and Lovell, p. 134. 
4Hicks, p. 223. 
5Bradfie1d, pp. 105-106. 
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Harris pointed out that as teachers plan the curriculum they 
increase in professional skills. 
Teachers, in turn, working individually or with others for the 
solution of a particular curriculum issue or problem, tend to gain 
a deeper understanding of what they are about. They tend to grow--
to grow in professional skills, understandings and attitudes, for 
they are then working on problems or needs which they personally 
feel to be significant in their work with boys and girls. Defi-
nitely current curriculum improvement focuses its attention upon 1 the professional growth and development of the individual teacher. 
Dewar suggested certain criteria be present to ensure that 
teachers are able to participate meaningfully and effectively in cur-
riculum development. 
1. There must be time provided for the teachers to work effec-
tively on curriculum improvement and revision 
2. The teachers must receive encouragement from the administra-
tion to carry on curriculum work 
3. The teachers must receive guidance from the administration 
in the progress of their curriculum planning 
4. The work which the teachers do on curriculum must be recog-
nized and considered by the administration 
5. Effective and creative curriculum revision appropriate to the 
particular school district should be adopted and implemented 
by the administration 
6. The teachers should feel free and be encouraged to conduct 
experimentation, either in their own classes or on a dis-
trict wide basis2 
11 There are numerous ways of involving teachers in planning the 
curriculum . summer workshops, year round workshops, classroom re-
search.113 But simply to announce that workshops have been formed or 
courses will be offered is not sufficient. McNally and Passow sug-
gested machinery for initiating curriculum change must include provi-
sion for: 
1Harris, Supervisory Behavior in Education, p. 338. 
2John A. Dewar, "When Teachers Help Plan the Curriculum, 11 
Educational Leadership 19 (October 1961): 7. 
3Ibid., p. 5. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
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Regular discussions for sharing common concerns to make 
significant problems visible and for exchanging ideas 
Development of channels for communicating instructional 
problems to a central planning and coordinating group 
New materials to be sent to individuals and groups, keep-
ing them abreast of new developments 
Opportunities for individuals and groups to have contact 
with new ideas and practices through conferences, meetings, 
and school visitations 
Study of practices and procedures to gather pertinent infor-
mation about the educational program 
Encouragement and support of experimentation and research in 
the classroom by furnishing necessary aid (e.g., consultants, 
materials, and skill training) 
Periodic evaluation of learning and teaching, and analysis 
of results for leads to improving program qualityl 
Sufficient teacher time to accomplish curriculum development 
is pivotal to the success of the task. 
Teachers cannot be expected to work productively for several 
hours in the late afternoon after a full day of teaching. Conse-
quently, released time or extra calendar days should be provided 
for curriculum work. At the very minimum, five or six full days 
or their equivalent per school year are needed to carry out any 
significant project. At least ten days per year or weekly re-
leased time is recon~ended. Also, if teachers are to have time 
for needed reading and research between regularly scheduled cur-
riculum days, teacher-pupil ratios and class loads must be rea-
sonable.2 
Perhaps the most important implication for elementary school 
principals involves their responsibility to play active roles in ini-
tiating, planning, and evaluating curriculum development programs in 
the local school. 
Principals and teachers who are in daily contact with children 
are most famn i ar with the needs of the 1 earners. They are therefore 
in the best position to plan and effect curricular changes. 
1McNally and Passow, pp. 78-79. 
2Neagley and Evans~ Handbook for Effective Supervision of 
Instruction, p. 228. 
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... Planning and effecting change at the local-school level in-
volves fewer persons than when changes are made district-wide. 
Communication lines are shorter and more direct. 1This serves to facilitate the process of curriculum development. 
_Summary 
Although the literature reveals val·ious definitions of "currie-
ulum", authors in the field of supervision agree that curriculum devel-
opment is essential to the improvement of instruction. Principals, 
teachers, parents, and students who work cooperatively have an oppor-
tunity to participate in program development and are more likely to 
support the resulting curriculum changes. 
Faculty Meetings 
Faculty meetings in the past were used primarily for adminis-
trative purposes. Principals would use faculty meetings to make an-· 
nouncements and distribute information. 2 As a result, faculty meet-
3 ings have been characteristically dull and dry in many schools. 
"Nothing infuriates a school faculty more than a pointless, aimless, 
and unplanned meeting." 4 
Today, many schools use faculty meetings to discuss "school 
(: 
problems and their implications for program improvement."'"' Faculty 
meetings set the stage for teacher-administrator relationships. "In 
these meetings the faculty learns what its role is to be in the opera-
tion of the school." 6 " ... a well-structured, well-planned staff 
1walsh, p. 251. 2Hicks, p. 243. 
3Bradfield, p. 41. 
5Hicks, p. 243. 
4curtin, p. 120. 
6surr et al., p. 123. 
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meeting appears to be a source of great professional satisfaction to 
a school staff." 1 
Faculty meetings have long been recommended as a supervisory 
pr·actice in the literature. 2 Bradfield noted the role of faculty 
meetings in the improvement of instruction. "Staff meetings are an 
essential part of a supervisory program and every effort should be 
made to utilize such meetings as a device for improving instruction. "3 
Harris concurred by stating, "The all-faculty meeting has long been 
used as one of the devices for securing improvements in instruction .• .4 
Curtin discussed the importance of faculty meetings in terms of goal 
accomplishment. "In this vein staff meetings have a crucial role to 
play, for they can focus on what needs to be accomplished and then 
determine the best sGlution.•15 Marks, Stoops, and King-Stoops dis-
cussed the relationship of faculty meetings to the supervisory program. 
"Staff meetings play a crucial role in the success of a supervisory pro-
gram by furnishing the means for communicating common understanding~ 
workable techniques, and uniform purposes." 6 
Faculty meetings are a vehicle for upgrading the instructional 
program of an elementary school J They provide a means whereby all the 
staff members can 11 Share in the development of anticipated changes in 
policies and techniques."8 
1curtin, p. 120. 2Jacobson, Reavis, and Logsdon, p. 103. 
3Bradfield, p. 41. 
4HatTis, Supervisory Behavior in Education, p. 331. 
5curtin, p. 112. 6Marks, Stoops, and King-Stoops, p. 341. 
7Ibid. 8sradfield, p. 43. 
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Kyte discussed three types of staff meetings: social meet-
ings, administrative meetings, and supervisory meetings. 1 Although 
the content of each kind of meeting is not mutually exclusive, fac-
ulty meetings do tend to have a particular emphasis. 
Bradfield stated, 11 Faculty meetings are more valuable \'Jhen 
each meeting has a central purpose. . . . Each meeting should con-
tribute in some way to the improvement of instruction. 112 
McKean and Mills noted the relationship between faculty meet-
ings, instructional improvement, and teacher growth. 
Teachers' meetings as a supervisory device are important to 
the growth of teachers and the improvement of learning and teach-
ing. When well-handled and carefully planned, they may help sat-
isfy the social needs of teachers, develop feelings of belonging 
and identification with the staff, and resolve differences among 
subgroups and individuals, as well as lead to the identification, 
analysis, and solution of significant instructional problems.3 
Spears presented additional purposes for faculty meetings. 
Faculty meetings become the clearing house for instructional 
procedures. Instructional developments are germinated and eval-
uations of effort are reported there. Committees that work at 
the miscellaneous projects under1aken present their progress 
reports before the entire group. 
Supervisory literature supported elementary pt·incipals' use 
of faculty meetings for many purposes. Faculty meetings 
... are described as opportunities for cooperative thinking, for 
staff planning, for the presentation of stimulating talks by re-
source people, for getting to know the total school, and for in-
terchange of ideas--all of which result in growth for the staff 
member.5 
---------
1George Kyte, The Principal at Work, (Boston: Ginn and Company, 
1952) p. 288. 
2Bradfield, p. 43. 
4 Spears, p. 197. 
3McKean and Mills, p. 73. 
5wiles and Lovell, p. 223. 
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Curtin noted seven purposes for faculty meetings: 
1. To aid in the identification of instructional problems 
2. To formulate ways of dealing with instructional problems 
3. To develop more dramatic and creative approaches to in-
struction 
4. To pool the ideas and strengths of the staff 
5. To develop an increased sense of "all-school" or "all-
district" feeling 
6. To evaluate certain elements of the supervisory program 
7. To plan next steps on the basis of evaluationl 
McKean and ~1i ll s qua 1 ifi ed the need of calling tot a 1 faculty 
meetings using purpose as a criteria. 
Teachers' meetings which bring together the entire faculty 
should deal with curriculum and instructional matters of broad 
and general import to the total program, while more specific 
matters involving a particular subject area or a single elemen-
tary grad2 should be handled in departmental or grade level 
meetings. 
Curtin emphasized that faculty meetings are essential to a 
supervisory program because they aid in the improvement of instruc-
tion.3 Burr et al. added: "The vitality and efficiency of the meet-
ings of the faculty determine to a considerable degree the success or 
failure of the group efforts devoted to instructional improvement." 4 
There have been numerous criticisms of faculty meetings over 
the years. Edward F. DeRoche's 1972 study of 223 principals' attitudes 
and ideas on faculty meetings indicated that elementary school princi·-
pals assume an authoritarian role in planning and conducting faculty 
meetings. Elementary principals choose the time, day, and agenda 
for the meetings as well as serve as discussion leaders. 5 
1curtin, p. 113. 
3curtin, pp. 112-113. 
2McKean and Mills, p. 72. 
4 Burr et al., p. 123. 
5Edward F. DeRoche, "Elementary School Faculty lvleetings: 
Research and Recommendations," National Elementary Principal 51 
(January 1972): 43. 
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John E. Gray noted other criticisms of faculty meetings . 
. Too much consideration of dry routine in general faculty meet-
ings will kill the enthusiasm and fervor of all but the most conse-
crated, and attendance at general faculty meetings becomes a boring 
chore instead of the heartening professional experience which it 
should be.l 
McKean and Mills stated that teachers often have a negative 
reaction to staff meetings because of poor administrative leadership. 
Principals who read mimeographed announcements or bulletins or lecture 
at length to the staff contribute to teachers' distaste for staff 
. 2 
meetwgs. 
Amidon and Blumberg's study of principal and teacher percep-
tions of faculty meetings in 1966 indicated that teachers viewed fac-
ulty meetings as a waste of time. 3 
Blumberg and Amidon also noted that a crucial factor to the 
success of faculty meetings was faculty involvement. They found 
teachers had a more positive attitude about faculty meetings when 
they were responsible for the meetings. Negative attitudes \'/ere 
related to faculty meetings which the principal called and controlled. 4 
Effective staff meetings provide an opportunity for those 
1John E. Gray, 11 Administrative and Supervisory Practices for 
Improving Instruction, 11 Junior College Journal 18 (January 1948): 242. 
2McKean and Mills, p. 71. 
3Edmund Amidon and Arthur Blumberg, 11 Principal and Teacher Per-
ceptions of School Faculty r~eetings, 11 in Administrator's Notebook, No-
vember, 1966, cited by William R. Beck, 11 The Teachers and the Principal , 11 
in Perspectives on the Changing Role of the Principal, ed. Richard W. 
Saxe (Springfield, Illinois: Charles C. Thomas, 1968), pp. 13-14. 
4Arthur Blumberg and Edmund Amidon, "A Comparison of Teacher 
and Principal Attitudes Toward Faculty t~eetings, 11 in The National 
Association of Secondary School Principals: Bulletin 48:290 (1964): 45. 
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involved in implementation to have a part in the planning process. 1 
11 The important consideration is that staff meetings, by achieving pur-
poses perceived to be important by teachers, not only help to develop 
a sound improvement program, but also develop good attitudes about 
teaching and the profession. 112 11 111odern supervisory techniques place 
emphasis on more participation by the staff in the study of educa-
tional problems. 113 
Harris called for teacher participation through a faculty plan-
ning committee. 11 For maximum favorable results, the planning of fac-
ulty meetings should be a joint effort of the administrator and the 
teaching staff .• .4 
Gray stated, 11 A faculty committee should be appointed to \vork 
with the administrative head in planning general faculty meetings which 
will be of most benefit to the teachers. 115 Jacobson, Reavis, and 
Logsdon concurred, 11A committee of teachers representative of the fac-
ulty may meet with the principal to plan a series of meetings in accord 
with the supervisory plan for the school. 116 Edward F. DeRoche noted, 
11 To make maximal use of democratic procedures and teacher involvement, 
the principal should ask the teachers to elect a faculty meeting plan-
p. 103. 
1Marks, Stoops, and King-Stoops, p. 344. 
2curtin, pp. 135-136. 
3Bradfield, p. 44. 
4Harris, Supervisory Behavior in Education, p. 331. 
5 Gray, p. 243. 
6Jacobson, Reavis, and Logsdon, The Effective School Principal, 
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ning committee that will assist him in planning) conducting, and eval-
uating faculty meetings." 1 
Meetings in which teachers take an active part are more bene-
ficial and interesting for all concerned. Demonstrations, expla-
nations, committee reports, study-group information, and resource 
presentations are examples of the individual methods by which 
teachers might take a meaningful, stimulating, and satisfying 
part in staff meetings. This participation should help to cre-
ate staff meetings that reflect the efforts of a dynamic, har-
monious working group.2 
Wiles and Lovell stated, "The faculty meeting must be centered 
on something that the teachers consider important. "3 Therefore, "The 
agenda for a faculty meeting should be developed by the total staff, 
with each member, on an equal basis, offering any problem that he 
considers important." 4 
Jacobson, Reavis, and Logsdon specified how the agenda for 
faculty meetings should be developed. 
The preparation of an agenda for the meeting in duplicated 
form for distribution in advance has a salutary effect. Such an 
agenda should state the topic for consideration, include a num-
ber of provocative questions, and list the pertinent professional 
references which are available in the library of the office.5 
Curtin viewed a cooperatively prepared agenda as a means to 
secure inclusion of items of importance to all present. 
One way to insure the inclusion of only relevant matters in 
staff meetings is to share the agenda building with the staff. 
This can be simply handled by requesting items for the agenda, 
or it can range to a more elaborate structure of having a duly 
constituted committee to screen matters which are to come be-
fore the staff.6 
1DeRoche, p. 43. 2Marks, Stoops, and King-Stoops, p. 247. 
3Wiles and Lovell, p. 224. 4Ibid. 
5Jacobson, Reavis, and Logsdon, p. 104. 
6curtin, pp. 121-122. 
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The role of the principal in faculty meetings was discussed by 
Spears . 
. The faculty meeting is the principal •s strategic coordination 
center. His meetings are democratically planned and carried out. 
The principal neither takes a back seat nor does he monopolize the 
speaker•s stand. His influence is felt, but the meetings represent 
maximum participation.! 
McKean and Mills noted the principal •s role in relation to the 
staff at a faculty meeting . 
. . The administrator does not necessarily withdraw from the 
group. He should remain, in the best democratic sense, a member 
of the group, for he may be an important resource in explorin~ 
and attempting to solve the problem. He should contribute when 
appropriate, but he should not dominate the discussion from the 
sidelines.2 
Ralph Kimbrough emphasized the need for the principal to be a 
facilitator of group decision-making. 11 The faculty meeting provides an 
opportunity for the principal to express his leadership in cooperative 
decision-making. 113 
Joseph W. Licata, Elmer C. Ellis, and Charles M. Wilson acknowl-
edged the principal as an effective change agent when initiating struc-
ture for innovation through committee formation. 11 The organization of 
a committee made up of teachers and administrators concerned with solv-
ing a school problen1 may be a common example of a school administrator•s 
attempt to initiate structure for educational change in his building. 114 
DeRoche stated some duties of the principal at a teacher-
1 Spears, p. 197. 2McKean and Mills, p. 72. 
Conce ts 
4Joseph ~J. Licata, Elmer C. Ellis, and Charles W. Hilson, 11 Ini-
tiating Structure for Educational Change, 11 National Association of 
Secondary School Principals Bulletin 61 (April 1977): 26. 
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oriented faculty meeting. 11 The principal exhibits a different kind of 
role in this democratic process. He leads the faculty in defining the 
problem, explaining and studying possible solutions, and evaluating 
final outcomes."1 
Burr et al. stressed the need for the principal to see himself 
as an active member of the group. 
Our assumption in regard to faculty meetings is that the prin-
cipal will want the total faculty to make decisions about instruc-
tional matters that affect the entire school program. We are 
assuming, further, that the principal will see himself as a mem-
ber of the faculty who has active roies to p·lay as stimulator, 
coordinator, consultant, and guide.2 
The frequency, time, place, and day of faculty meetings has not 
been a subject of much research. 3 
How frequently a staff should meet is subject to such variables 
as the number of urgent problems that need attention, the involve-
ment of the staff in system-wide in-service education, the length 
of meetings, the size of the staff, the involvement of teachers 
with committees and small groups, and the like.4 
Wiles and Lovell noted that a pleasant area with optional fur-
niture arrangements should be chosen for a staff meeting. 5 In addition, 
Hicks and Jameson suggested time be allowed for informal conversation 
over coffee and snacks prior to the meetings. 6 
An important part of the planning for faculty development should 
be the arrangement for social activities that will help teachers get 
to know each other better and that will develop a feeling of unity 
that differences of opinion will not disrupt. Such activities build 
solid human relations on which the program can grow.? 
1 DeRoche, pp. 43-44. 2Burr et a 1 . , pp. 124-125. 
3oeRoche, p. 41. 4Burr et a l . , p. 128. 
5~<Ji 1 es and Love 11, p. 226. 6Hicks and Jameson, p. 32. 
7 ~<Ji 1 es and Lovell, p. 226. 
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The time of day faculty meetings are held has been discussed 
often in the literature. Harl R. Douglass commented that "The types 
of teachers' meetings which are not popular are those which come at 
the end of a school day .... 111 t~arks, Stoops, and King-Stoops 
noted that "The trend is to hold faculty meetings as a part of the 
normal working day, early in the day, rather than to require members 
of the staff to work an additional number of hours because of necessary 
staff meetings." 2 Jacobson, Reavis, and Logsdon discussed how some 
schools providE:d for meeting time. "Some schools have dismissed 
classes during the last hour before the close of the day to allow time 
for meetings dur-ing the school day." 3 Wiles and Lovell pointed out 
that by using school time for meetings, the "feeling that faculty 
meetings were something beyond the regular job," was eliminatect. 4 
Neagley and Evans offered six guidelines for effective faculty 
meetings. 
1. Teachers should be involved in planning the agenda and in pre-
paring items for discussion 
2. Leadership should be rotated in the group 
3. A time limit must be set and adhered to strictly. Meetings of 
course are to be scheduled within the 11 teacher day" as defined 
by district policy 
t~. The contributions of all faculty members are viewed as worth 
of consideration. The principal and teachers need to under-
stand and practice the basic principles of group dynamics 
and effective interaction 
5. If the group members lack training and experience in real in-
teraction, the principal might invite an expert from a nearby 
----·----
1Har·l R. Douglass, 11odem Administration of Secondary Schools, 
(Boston: Ginn and Company, 1963) p. 103. 
2Marks, Stoops, and King-Stoops, pp. 345-346. 
3Jacobson, Reavis, and Logsdon, p. 104. 
4Wiles and Lovell, p. 225. 
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university to conduct several sessions on the techniques of 
working together, sharing leadership, respecting views of 
others, etc. 
6. Topics of vital concern to the faculty, such as proposed new 
curriculums, nongrading in the high school, or summer work-
shop planning, should be given priority. Routine matters 
ought to be eliminated from the agenda; these can be handled 
by administrative bulletin1 
Daniel R. Davies and Kenneth F. Herrold noted that faculty meet-
ings could be meaningful and effective supervisory tools when teacher 
involvement was secured in the planning process, when the topics dealt 
with ongoing and emergent problems of the staff, and when the teachers, 
as a committee, were allowed to review and revise the format and topics 
based on need. 2 
Summary 
Faculty meetings provide opportunities for elementary principals 
to be facilitators of group decision-making. Faculty meetings are re-
commended by authors in the field of educational. supervision as an im-
portant means to secure teacher involvement through input and feedback. 
Teachers should be afforded an opportunity to add items to the agendas 
and contribute to presentations. Relevant topics which are of vital 
concern to the faculty will promote the growth of all participants. 
General Summarr 
Authors in the field of educational supervision recommended 
that elementary principals use six supervisory activities which have 
1Neagley and Evans, Handbook for Effective Supervision of 
Instruction, p. 215. 
2Daniel R. Davies and Kenneth F. Herrold, Make Your Staff 
Meetings Count: (New London, Connecticut: Arthur C. Croft Publica-
tions, 1954), pp. 32-33. 
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the greatest potential for improving instruction: classroom visitation, 
principal-teacher conferences, teacher evaluation, teacher in-service, 
curriculum development and faculty meetings. The current emphasis is 
to involve teachers in the planning, development, and evaluation of 
each supervisory activity. The reason for this emphasis is the belief 
that the greatest opportunity for commitment to improve occurs when 
those individuals (teachers) who will be involved or affected by a 
supervisory activity have an opportunity to work cooperatively with 
the principal to plan and evaluate the effectiveness of the activity. 
CHAPl ER I I I 
PRESEN1ATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
The main purposes of this study were: (1) to review the lit-
erature to determine the most commonly recommended supervisory activi-
ties for pr·incipals, (2) to determine the frequency of use and value 
given to these supel~visory activities by selected e·lemental~y school 
principals, (3) to determine the value given to the supervisory activi-
ties t;y the pr··incipals' supedntendents, (4) to determh1e the superin-
te~aents! expectations for principals• frequency of usage of the super-
visory 6ctivities, (5) to determine if a relationship existed between 
the su~)er·visory activities of elementary school pr-incipals and theil~ 
supe(irrtendents 1 expectations, (6) to determine if a relationship 
existc:~d ben:een the kind/frequency of supervisory acbvHies of ele-
rnentar·y school principals 1vith job descriptions as cornpan:d to the 
k:nd/frt>qL<ency of supervisory activities of elementary principals 
~ithout jc1t descriptions~ and (7) to determine if a relationshiP 
existed bet~·122n thP. supet'rl sory expectat·i ons of superintendents 
1"/hos::: pri nci pv.l s have job descti pti ons and the supervisory expect a·· 
tior!S of superintendents \\'hose f)rincipals de not have job descrip-
tions. The ns.tu~"e nf the !"elationships we1·e an·iyzed wHh particular· 
focus on similarities, dissimilarities~ strengths, weaknesses, prob-
lems, pitfalls, and trends. 
To accomplish th2 pur·poses of the study re 1 a ted 1 i teratul~e 
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was r·evie~-Jed to determine the most commonly recommended supervisory 
activities for elementary school principals, of \'lhich there were six. 
The study sample consisted of all elementary principals (139) 
and all superintendents (30) in DuPage County, Illinois, divided into 
two groups, districts with and without job descriptions for principals. 
Questionnaires using the Likert scale were validated and sent to all 
principals in DuPage County to determine the value given to super-
v·isory activities and the frequency of their usage. One hundred four 
(104-) elementary principals responded to the questionnaire. Question-
naires using the Likert scale were validated and sent to all superin-
tendents in DuPage County to determine the value given to the super-
visory activity by the superintendents and their expectations of 
principal usage. Twenty-six superintendents of elementary districts 
in DuPage County, Illinois, responded. Principals and superintendents 
in the opoulation as well as a panel of professors were also asked to 
rank the six supervisory activities according to relative value. 
Principals and superintendents in responding to the question-
naire of six supervisory skills were asked to rate the value of each 
activity using the following criteria: 
1. no importance 
2. minor importance 
3. ave,~age importance 
4. maj 0r i mpor·tance 
5. critical importance 
In addition. principals, superintendents, and professors were 
asked to r;Jnk the value of each supervisory activity in relation to 
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the five others, one being the most important and six being the least 
important. 
A random sample of four districts with job descriptions for 
principals was drawn for follow-up interviews of the superintendent 
and two principals from each district. All four districts without a 
job description were included in the study. Where there were more 
than two principals in the district, a random sample of principals 
was chosen. If there were two or less principals in a district, all 
principals were included in the study. 
The responses on the Likert scale portion of the questionnaire 
from principals and superintendents were compared using z and t tests 
of significance as appropriate. The portion of the questionnaire 
which required principals, superintendents, and professors to rank the 
six supervisory activities according to relative value was analyzed 
using Kendall •s Coefficient of Concordance to determine the level of 
agreement. 
Chapter III is divided into nine sections. Within each section 
there is a presentation of data with an analysis of the data. While 
analysis sections are presented, some data sections also contain analy-
sis for clarity and emphasis. 
1. Principals and superintendents in DuPage County, Illinois 
A. Comparison of questionnaire responses 
B. Analysis of questionnaire responses 
C. Analysis of rankings of professors, principals, 
and superintendents 
2. Principals and superintendents with and without job 
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descriptions in DuPage County, Illinois 
A. Comparison of questionnaire responses 
B. Analysis of questionnaire responses 
3. Superintendents with job descriptions for principals and 
superintendents without job descriptions for principals 
A. Comparison of questionnaire responses 
B. Analysis of questionnaire responses 
4. Principals with job descriptions and superintendents 
with job descriptions for principals 
A. Comparison of questionnaire responses 
B. Analysis of questionnaire responses 
5. Principals without job descriptions and superintendents 
without job descriptions for principals 
A. Comparison of questionnaire responses 
B. Analysis of questionnaire responses 
6. Seven principals and four superintendents in districts 
without job descriptions for principals 
A. Comparison and analysis of questionnaire and inter-
view responses 
7. Eight principals and four superintendents in districts 
with job descriptions for principals 
A. Comparison and analysis of questionnaire and inter-
view responses 
8. Analysis of interviews 
9. Analysis of job descriptions 
_Que_sti onnai ~~e Respon_ses of Parti ci pati ng 
Principals and Superintendents j_rJ_DuPage Counth_Ill inois 
Classroom Visitation 
Item P-la for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on classroom visitation as a supervisory activity to 
improve instruction? A parallel question for superintendents was item 
S-la: How much importance do you, as superintendent, place on class-
room visitation as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
Applying a z test for significant difference at the .05 level there 
was a significant difference (z = 2.530; p (.05). Superintendents• 
mean scores on classroom visitation as a supervisory activity was 
4.423; principals was 4.106 (see Table 1). 
Principals! responses on item P-la were then compared to prin-
cipals• responses on item P-lc applying a z test for significant dif-
ference at the .05 lev~l. Item P-lc was: How much importance do you 
think your superintendent places on classroom visitation as a super-
visory activ-ity to improve instruction? Hhen P-1a was compared to 
P-lc no significant difference was observed (z = 1.553; P> .05). 
The mean score of P-la was 4.106 the mean score of P-lc was 3.921 
(see Table 1). 
In applying a z test for significant difference at the .05 
level comparing ~rincipals• responses on P-lc to superintendents~ 
responses on S-la, a significant difference was noted (z = 3.820; 
P (.05). The mean score of P-lc was 3.931; the mean score of S-la 
was 4.423 {see Table 1). 
The majodty of principals responding to P-la anticipated 
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no 1 
(J) 
minor u 2 
c 
average (tj 3 
+' 
major s... 4 
0 
cri J.:i cal 0.. 5 
E 
........ NR 
Total = 
Mean = 
Base = 
s = 
s2 = 
P-la to S-la 
z score p value 
2.530 < .05 
TABLE 1 
DEGREE OF H1PORTANCE OR UNIMPORTANCE GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS 
AND SUPERINTENDENTS TO CLASSROOM VISITATION 
AS A SUPERVISORY ACTIVITY 
P-la P-lc 
0 0 
3 4 
17 27 
49 43 
34 28 
1 2 
104 104 
4.106 3.931 
I 
S-la 
0 
0 
0 
15 
11 
26 
4.423 
(103) (102) (26) 
.7785 .8355 .5038 
.6061 .6982 .2538 
P-la to P-lc 
z score p value 
I 1.553 > .05 
P-la How much importance do you, as prin-
cipal, place on classroom visitation 
as a supervisory activity to improve 
instruction? 
P-lc How much importance do you think your 
superintendent places on classroom 
visitation as a supervisory activity 
to improve instruction? 
S-la. How much importance do you, as super-
intendent, place on classroom visita-
tion as a supervisory activity to im-
prove instruction? 
P-lc to S-la 
z score p value 
3.820 < .05 
, 
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their superintendents would have a view similar to their own on class-
room visitation. All superintendents (one hundred percent) rated 
c·!assroorn vis·itation of major or crHica·l importance. Eighty-one per-
ce~t of the principals rated classroom visitation of n1ajor or cr1tical 
importance. Nineteen percent of the principals viewed classroom visi-
tation of minor or average importance in improving instruction (see 
Table 2). 
Principals were asked in P-lb: What percent of your school 
time is spent on classroom visitations to improve instruction? Super-
intende~ts were asked a parallel question S-lb: What percent of an 
elementary principal •s school time is spent on classroom visitations 
to improve instruction? Superintendents were asked a parallel ques-
tion S-lb: vJhat per·cent of an e·iementar-y principal's school time de· 
you expect to be spent ir c1assroom visitation for th9 purpose of 
instructional improvement? Seventy-t\vo percent of the principals 
reported they spent an average of ten percent of their school time on 
classroom visitation. Seventy-seven percent of the superintendents 
l·eported they expected pr·i nci pals to spend an average of twenty per-
cent of their school time on classroom visitation. 
Principal-Teacher Conferences 
Item P-2a for pri~cipals was: How muLh importance do you~ as 
p·rincipal, place on pd,1cipa1--teiich<.::r- conferences as a supervisory 
activity to improve ir1struction? A parallel question for superinten-
dents was i tern S-?a: How much inJportdnce do y0u. as supet·i nter:dent, 
place on pri,lc..-;pa·l--teachel' conferenc2s ;:.s J supervisory activity to 
improve instruction? Applying a z tes~ for significant difference 
\/) 
Q) 
\/) 
c 
0 
Q... 
\/) 
Q) 
0::: 
ro 
r-
1 
CL 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
NR 
0 
3 
17 
49 
34 
1 
Total 104 
TABLE 2 
DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OR UNIMPORTANCE GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS TO 
CLASSROOM VISITATION AS A SUPERVISORY ACTIVITY COMPARED 
TO THE DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OR UNIMPORTANCE 
PRINCIPALS THOUGHT THEIR SUPERINTENDENTS 
HAD GIVEN THE ACTIVITY 
P-lc Responses 
1 ,.., 3 4 5 NR (_ 
1 - no importance 
1 2 
2 - minor importance 
1 10 5 1 
3 - average importance 
3 14 27 5 
. 
I 4 8 20 2 
I 
I 1 
4 - major importance 
5 - critical importance 
P-la How much importance do you, as principal, place on classroom visitation as 
a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
P-lc How much importance do you think your superintendent places on classroom 
visitation as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
, 
1..0 
1..0 
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at the .05 level, there was not a significant difference (z = .3; 
P>·05). Superintendents' mean score on principal-teacher conferences 
as a supervisory activity was 4.461, principals' was 4.5. So both 
superintendents and principals attribute a similar value to principal-
teacher conferences. The w.ean scores indicate a high level of value 
(see Table 3). 
Principals' responses on item P-2a were then compared to prin-
cipals' responses on item P-2c applying a z test for significant dif-
ference at the .05 level. Item P-2c was: How much importance do you 
think your superintendent places on principal-teacher confererices as 
a supervisory activity to improve instruction? Hhen P-3a was compared 
to P-3c a significant difference was observed (z = 4.335; p (.05). 
The mean score of P-2a was 4.5; the mean score of P-2c was 4.058 
(see Table 3). 
In applying a z test for significant difference at the .05 
level comparing principals' responses on P-2c to superintendents' 
responses on S-2a, a significant difference was noted (z = .4981; 
p <. 05). The mean score on P-2c \IJas 4. 058; the mean score of S-2a 
was 4.461 (see Table 3). 
Thirty-six percent of the principals responding to P-2a viewed 
their superintendents valuing principal-teacher conferences less than 
themselves (principals). Sixty-thr·ee percent of the principals vie~'ied 
their superintendents valuing principal-teacher conferences as they 
(principals) did (see Table 4). 
Principals were asked in P-2b: What percent of your school 
time is spent on principal-teacher conferences for the purpose of 
no <lJ 1 
u 
minor s:: 2 
rd 
average +> 3 
~ 
major 0 4 
0.. 
critical E 5 
....... 
NR 
Total = 
Mean = 
Base = 
s = 
s2 = 
P-2a to S-2a 
z score p value 
.3 > .05 
TABLE 3 
DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OR UNIMPORTANCE GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS 
AND SUPERINTENDENTS TO PRINCIPAL-TEACHER 
CONFERENCES AS A SUPERVISORY ACTIVITY 
P-2a 
0 
1 
5 
39 
59 
0 
104 
4.5 
(104) 
.6385 
.4077 
I 
P-2c 
0 
3 
21 
45 
33 
0 
L.. 
104 
4.058 
(102) 
.8062 
.6499 
S-2a 
0 
0 
1 
12 
13 
0 
26 
4.461 
(26) 
.5817 
.3384 
P-2a to P-2c 
z score p value 
4.355 < .05 
P-2a How much importance do you, as principal, 
place on principal-teacher conferences as 
a supervisory activity to improve instruc-
tion? 
P-2c How much importance do you think your 
superintendent places on principal-
teacher conferences as a supervisory 
activity to improve instruction? 
S-2a How much importance do you, as superin-
tendent, place on principal-teacher con-
ferences as a supervisory activity to 
improve instruction? 
P-2c to S-2a 
z score p value 
.4981 < .05 
,_. 
0 ,_. 
, 
V') 
(]) 
V') 
c 
0 
0... 
V') 
(]) 
0::: 
tU 
N 
I 
0... 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
NR 
TABLE 4 
DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OR UNIMPORTANCE GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS TO PRINCIPAL-TEACHER 
CONFERENCES AS A SUPERVISORY ACTIVITY COMPARED TO THE DEGREE 
OF IMPORTANCE OR UNIMPORTANCE PRINCIPALS THOUGHT 
THEIR SUPERINTENDENTS HAD GIVEN THE ACTIVITY 
P-2c Responses 
1 2 3 4 5 NR 
! ' 0 
1 - no importance 
1 1 
5 I 5 
2 - minor importance 
3 - average importance 
39 2 10 27 
4 - major importance 
59 1 6 18 32 2 
5 - critical importance 
0 
Total 104 
P-2a How much importance do you, as principal, place on principal-teacher conferences 
as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
P-2c How much importance do you think your superintendent places on principal-teacher 
conferences as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
....... 
0 
N 
103 
instructional improvement? Superintendents were asked a parallel 
question S-2b: What percent of an elementary principal's school time 
do you expect to be spent on principal-teacher conferences for the pur-
pose of instructional improvement? Seventy-one percent of the princi-
pals reported they spent an average of ten percent of their school time 
on pt·incipal-teacher conferences. Eighty-three percent of the superin-
tendents reported they expected principals to spend an average of ten 
percent of their school time on principal-teacher conferences. There 
was a high level of agreement in the amount of time spent and expected 
to be spent in this activity. 
Both superintendents and principals placed a high value on 
principal-teacher conferences as a supervisory activity. Ninety-four 
percent of the principals and ninety-six percent of the superinten-
dents rated principal-teacher conferences of major or critical im-
portance. Yet principals did not view their superintendents valuing 
this activity so highly. 
Faculty Meetings 
Item P-3a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on general faculty meetings as a supervisory activity 
to improve instruction? A parallel question for superintendents was 
item S-3a: How much importance do you, as superintendent, place on 
general faculty meetings as a supervisory activity to improve instruc-
tion? Applying a z test for significant difference (z = .401; p>.05). 
Superintendents' mean score on faculty meetings as a supervisory activ-
ity was 2.653, principals was 2.721 (see Table 5). Notice how low the 
mear. score was even though there was basic agreement. This would 
TABLE 5 
DEGREE OF IMPORT.I\NCE OR UNIMPORTANCE GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS 
AND SUPERINTENDENTS TO FACULTY MEETINGS AS 
A SUPERVISORY ACTIVITY 
P-3a P-:i S-3a ·-no 1 3 2 P-3a How much importance do you, as princi-
Q) pal, place on general faculty meetings 
minor u 2 44 3o I 7 as a supervisory activity to improve 
c: instruction? I 
average ttl 3 41 41 15 
+' P-3c How much importance do you think your 
major S- 4 11 19 2 superintendent places on general fac-
0 ulty meetings as a supervisory activ-
critical 5 5 7 0 ity to improve instruction? 1-' 0. 0 
-!'-" 
E 
..... NR 0 5 0 S-3a How much importance do you, as super-
Total = 104 104 26 intendent, place on general faculty 
meetings as a supervisory activity 
Mean = 2. 721 2.989 2.653 to improve instruction? 
Base = (104) (99) (26) 
s = .8753 .9312 .7452 
s2 = .7661 .8672 .5553 
P-3a to S-3a P-3a to P-3c P-3c to S-3a 
z score p value z score p value z score p value 
.401 > .05 2.105 < .05 1. 933 >.05 
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indicate that both superintendents and principals saw faculty meetings 
as not being a valuable supervisory activity, therefore, these meet·ings 
were probably administrative in nature rather than supervisory. 
Principals' responses on item P-3a were then compared to prin-
cipals' responses on item P-3c applying a z test for significant dif-
ference at the .05 level. Item P-3c was: How much importance do you 
think your superintendent places on faculty meetings as a supervisory 
activity to improve ir1struction? When P-3a was compared to P-3c, a 
significant difference was observed (z = 2.105; p (.05). The mean 
score on P-3a was 2.721; the mean score on P-3c was 2.989 (see Table 5). 
In applying a z test for significant difference at the .05 
level comparing principals' responses on P-3c to superintendents' 
responses on S-3a, no significant difference was noted (z = 1.933; 
p) .05). The mean score on P-3c was 2.939; the mean score on S-3a 
was 2.653 (see Table 5). Eighty-four percent of the principals held 
faculty meetings to be of no, minor, or average importance; ninety-
t\<Jo percent of the superintendents gave it similar ratings. Of the 
104 responding principals, thirty-two percent viewed their superin-
tendents as giving faculty meetings a higher rating, ten percent a 
lower rating, and fifty-eight percent the same rating as themselves 
(principals) (see Table 6). 
Principals were asked in P-3b: What percent of your school 
time is spent on faculty meetings for the purpose of instructional 
improvement? Superintendents were asked a parallel question S-3b: 
l~hat pet·centage of an elementary principal's time do you expect to 
be spent on faculty meetings for the purpose of instructional 
Vl 
Q) 
Vl 
t:: 
0 
0.. 
Vl 
Q) 
0::: 
ra 
M 
I 
0... 
I 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
NR 
3 
44 
41 
11 
5 
0 
Tota 1 104 
TABLE 6 
DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OR UNIMPORTANCE GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS TO FACULTY 
MEETINGS AS A SUPERVISORY ACTIVITY COMPARED TO THE 
DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OR UNIMPORTANCE PRINCIPALS 
THOUGHT THEIR SUPERINTENDENTS HAD GIVEN 
THE ACTIVITY 
P-3c Responses 
1 2 3 4 5 NR 
1 2 
1 - no importance 
25 14 2 3 
2 - minor importance 
3 24 10 3 1 
3 - average importance 
1 0 2 6 1 1 
4 - major importance 
1 3 1 
5 - critical importance 
P-3a How much importance do you, as principal, place on general faculty meetings as 
a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
P-3c How much importance do you think your superintendent places on general faculty 
meetings as a supervisory activity to imprcve instruction? 
1--' 
0 
0"> 
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improvement? Fifty-two percent of the principals reported they spent 
an average of five percent of their time on faculty meetings. Ninety-
six percent of the superintendents reported they expected principals 
to spend an average of five percent of their school time on faculty 
meetings to improve instruction. 
Teacher Evaluation 
Item P-4a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on evaluation of teachers as a supervisory activity 
to improve instruction? A parallel question for superintendents was 
item S-4a: How much importance do you, as superintendent, place on 
evaluation of teachers as a supervisory activity to improve instruc-
tion? Applying a z test for significant difference at the .05 level 
there was no significant difference (z = .6231; p) .05). Superinten-
dents' mean score on teacher evaluation as a supervisory activity was 
4.346; principals' was 4.086. Again note the high mean rating (see 
Table 7). 
Principals' responses on item P-4a were then compared to prin-
cipals' responses on item P-4c applying a z test for significant dif-
ference at the .05 level. Item P-4c was: How much importance do you 
think your superintendent places on evaluation of teachers as a super-
visory activity to improve instruction? vJhen P-4a was compared to 
P-4c no significant difference was observed (z = 1.942; p).05). The 
mean score was 4.086; the mean score on P-4c was 4.297 (see Table 7). 
In applying a z test for significant difference at the .05 
level comparing principals' responses on P-4c to superintendents' 
responses on S-4a, no significant difference was noted (z = .4142; 
no 
minor 
average 
major 
critical 
Total = 
fvlean = 
Base = 
s = 
s2 = 
TABLE 7 
DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OR UNIMPORTANCE GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS AND SUPERINTENDENTS 
TO TEACHER EVALUATION AS A SUPERVISORY ACTIVITY 
Q) 1 
(..) 
c: 2 
n:1 
+.l 3 
$.... 
0 4 
0.. 
E 5 
1-4 
NR 
P-4a 
0 
6 
15 
47 
36 
0 
104 
4.086 
(104) 
.8488 
. 7205 
IP-4c 
0 
0 
14 
43 
44 
3 
104 
4.297 
(101) 
.7006 
.4908 
I S-4a 
0 
0 
0 
17 
9 
0 
26 
4.346 
(26) 
.4851 
.2353 
P-4a How much importance do you, as princi-
pal, place on evaluation of teachers 
as a supervisory activity to improve 
instruction? 
P-4c How much importance do you think your 
superintendent places on evaluation of 
teachers as a supervisory act·ivity to 
improve instruction? 
S-4a How much importance do you, as super-
intendent, place on evaluation of 
teachers as a supervisory activity 
to improve instruction? 
P-4a to S-4a P-4a to P-4c P-4c to S-4a 
z score p value z score p value z score p value 
.6231 > .05 l 1.942 > .05 I .4142 > .05 . I 
1--' 
0 
co 
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P>·05). The mean score on P-4c was 4.297; the mean score on S-4a 
was 4.346 (see Table 7). 
Principals viewed their superintendents valuing teacher eval-
uation as much or more than they (principals) did. Sixty-seven per-
cent of the principals viewed·their superintendents giving the same 
value to teacher evaluation as themselves, twenty-four percent higher, 
and nine percent lower (see Table 8). 
Principals were asked in P-4b: What percent of your school 
time is spent on teacher evaluations for the purpose of instructional 
improvement? Superintendents were asked parallel question S-2b: What 
percent of an elementary principal •s school time do you expect to be 
spent on teacher evaluations for the purpose of instructional improve-
ment? Eighty-five percent of the principals reported they expected 
principals to spend an average of fifteen percent of their school 
time on teacher evaluation. There was a high level of agreement in 
the amount of time spent (principals) and expected to be spent (super-
intendents) in this activity. 
Teacher In-Service 
Item P-5a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place in teacher in-service as a supervisory activity to 
improve instruction? A parallel question for superintendents was 
item S-5a: How much importance do you, as superintendent, place on 
teacher in-service as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
Applyinq a z test for significant differences at the .05 level there 
\·~as not a significant difference (z = 1.390; p).05). Superintendents 
V1 
(]) 
V1 
c 
0 
~ 0.. 
V1 
(]) 
ex 
tO 
"=T 
I 
0... 
I 1 
2 6 
3 15 
4 47 
5 36 
NR 0 
Total 104 
TABLE 8 
DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OR UNIMPORTANCE GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS TO TEACHER 
EVALUATION AS A SUPERVISORY ACTIVITY COMPARED TO THE DEGREE 
OF IMPORTANCE OR UNIMPORTANCE PRINCIPALS THOUGHT 
THEIR SUPERINTENDENTS HAD GIVEN THE ACTIVITY 
P-4c Responses 
1 2 3 4 5 NR 
1 - no importance 
2 2 1 1 
2 - minor importance 
5 7 3 
3 - average importance 
5 32 9 1 
4 - major importance 
2 2 31 1 
5 - critical importance 
P-4a How much importance do you, as principal, place on evaluation of teachers as 
a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
P-4c How much importance do you think your superintendent places on evaluation of 
teachers as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
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mean value for teacher in-service as a supervisory activity was 3.461; 
principals was 3.721 (see Table 9). 
Principals' responses on item P-5a were then compared to prin-
cipals' responses on item P-5c applying a z test for significant dif-
ference at the .05 level. Item P-5c was: How much importance do you 
think your superintendent places on teacher in-service as a super-
visory activity to improve instruction? ~Jhen P-5a was compared to 
P-5c a significant difference was observed (z = 2.008; p<.05). The 
mean for P-5a was 3.721; the mean for P-5c was 3.480 (see Table 9). 
In applying a z test for significant difference at the .05 
level comparing principals' responses on P-5c to superintendents' 
responses on S-5a, no significant difference was noted (z = .0998; 
p/.05). The mean score of P-5c was 3.480; the mean score of S-Sa 
was 3.461 (see Table 9). 
Twenty-nine percent of the principals viewed their superinten-
dent valuing teacher in-service less than themselves (principals). 
Fifty-seven percent of the principals viewed their superintendent 
valuing teacher in-service as they (principals) did. Fourteen per-
cent of the principals viewed their superintendent valuing teacher 
in-service more than they {principals) did (see Table 10). 
Principals were asked in P-5b: What percent of your school 
time is spent in teacher in-service (outside of general faculty meet-
ings)? Superintendents were asked a parallel question S-5b: What per-
cent of an elementary principal's school time do you expect to be spent 
on teacher in-service (outside of general faculty meetings)? Eighty-
two percent of the principals reported they spent an average of five 
TABLE 9 
DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OR UNIMPORTANCE GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS AND SUPERINTENDENTS TO 
TEACHER IN-SERVICE AS A SUPERVISORY ACTIVITY 
1 
no QJ 1 
u 
minor !:: 2 
11:1 
average -1-l 3 
s... 
major 0 4 
CL 
critica1 E 5 
....... 
NR 
Total = 
r~ean = 
Base = 
s = 
s2 = 
P-5a to S-5a 
I Z score p value 
1.390 > .05 
P-5a 
1 
4 
35 
46 
18 
0 
104 
3. 721 
I 
I 
P-5c 
0 
14 
36 
38 
12 
4 
104 
3.48 
S-5a 
0 
3 
11 
9 
3 
0 
26 
3.461 
(104) (100) (26) 
. 8297 . 8816 . 8593 
.6884 .7773 .7384 
P-5a to P-5c 
z score p value 
2.008 < .05 
I 
l 
P-5a How much importance do you, as prin-
cipal, place on teacher in-service as 
a supervisory activity to improve in-
instruction? 
P-5c How much importance do you think your 
superintendent places on teacher in-
service as a supervisory activity to 
improve instruction? 
S-5a How much importance do you, as super-
intendent, place on teacher in-service 
as a supervisory activity to improve 
instruction? 
P-5c to S-5a 
z score p value 
.0998 > .05 
Ul 
Q) 
Ul 
c 
0 
0.. 
Vl 
Q) 
cr. 
n::s 
L{) 
I 
CL 
1 
2 
3 
" If 
5 
NR 
1 
4 
35 
46 
18 
0 
Tot a 1 104 
TABLE 10 
DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OR UNIMPORTANCE GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS TO TEACHER 
IN-SERVICE AS A SUPERVISORY ACTIVITY COMPARED TO THE DEGREE 
OF IMPORTANCE OR UNIMPORTANCE PRINCIPALS THOUGHT 
THEIR SUPERINTENDENTS HAD GIVEN THE ACTIVITY 
P-5c Responses 
1 2 3 4 5 NR 
1 
1 - no importance 
4 
2 - minor importance 
4 19 9 1 2 
3 - average importance 
2 14 26 3 1 
4 - major importance 
3 3 3 8 1 
5 - critical importance 
P-5a How much importance do you, as principal, place on teacher in-service as 
a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
P-5c How much importance do you think your superintendent places on teacher 
in-service as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
f-' 
...... 
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percent of their school time on teacher in-service. One hundred per-
cent of the superintendents reported they expected principals to spend 
an average of five percent of their school time on teacher in-service. 
Curriculum Development 
Item P-6a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on faculty involvement in curriculum development as 
a supervisory activity to improve instruction? A parallel question 
for superintendents was item S-6a: How much importance do you, as 
superintender.t, place on faculty involvement in curriculum develop-
ment as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? Applying a 
z test for significant difference at the .05 level there was no sig-
nificant difference (z = .6068; p) .05). Superintendents' mean score 
on curriculum development as a supervisory activity was 4.0; princi-
pals' was 4.127 (see Table 11). 
Principals' responses on item P-6a were then compared to prin-
cipals' responses on P-6c applying a z test for significant difference 
at the .05 level. Item P-6c was: How much importance do you think 
your superintendent places on faculty involvement in curriculum 
development as one of your supervisory activities to improve instruc-
tion? When P-6a was compared to P-6c a significant difference was 
observed (z = 3.228; p(.OS). The mean score on P-6a was 4.127; the 
mean score on P-6c was 3.7 (see Table 11). 
In applying a z test for significant difference at the .05 
level comparin£ principals' responses on P-6c to superintendents' 
r~sponses on S-6a no significant difference was noted (z = 1.382; 
p) .05; see Table 11). Thirty-one percent of the principals viewed 
no 
minor 
average 
major 
critical 
Total = 
Mean = 
Base = 
s = 
s2 = 
TABLE 11 
DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OR UNIMPORTANCE GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS AND SUPERINTENDENTS 
TO CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT AS A SUPERVISORY ACTIVITY 
OJ 
1 
u 2 
c 
tt:l 3 
.f-) 
s... 4 
0 
0. 
E 
5 
...... NR 
P-6a 
1 
4 
13 
47 
37 
2 
104 
4.127 
P-6c 
2 
10 
29 
34 
25 
4 
104 
3.7 
S-6a 
1 
1 
" {_ 
14 
7 
1 
26 
4.0 
(102) (100) (25) 
.8521 1.0200 .9574 
.7261 1.0404 .9166 
l 
P-6a How much importance do you, as princi-
pal, place on faculty involvement in 
curriculum development as a supervisory 
activity? 
P-6c How much importance do you think your 
superintendent places on curriculum 
development as one of your supervisory 
activity? 
S-6a How much importance do you, as superin-
tendent, place on faculty involvement in 
curriculum development as a supervisory 
activity? 
P-6a to S-6a P-6a to P-6c P-6c to S-6a 
z score p value z score p value z score p value 
.6068 > .05 3.228 < .05 1.382 > .05 
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their superintendents valuing curriculum development less than them-
selves (principals). Fifty-eight percent of the principals viewed 
their superintendents valuing curriculum as they (principals) did 
(see Table 12). 
Principals were asked in P-6b: What percent of your school 
time is spent on curriculum development? Superintendents were asked 
a parallel question S-6b: What percent of an elementary principal's 
school time do you expect to be spent on curriculum development? 
Eighty-eight pe11 cent of the principals reported they spent an aver-
age of ten percent of their school time on curriculum development. 
Eighty-four percent of the superintendents reported they expected 
principals to spend an average of ten percent of their school time 
on curriculum development. 
Analysis of Data Comparing Questionnaire 
Responses of Participating Principals 
and Superintendents 
in 
DuPage County 
Illinois 
The data from the questionnaire revealed that in one of the 
six supervisory areas, classroom visitations, there was a significant 
difference between the responses of the principals and superintendents 
in DuPage County, Illinois (see Table 13). 
The data revealed that although principals viewed their super-
intendents as having similar value of classroom visitation as them-
selves (principals), 1n reality there was a significantly higher value 
placed on classroom visitation by superintendents. Interviews revealed 
that principals were not informed of the superintendents valuation of 
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I 
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I 
I 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
NR 
1 
4 
I 13 
47 
37 
2 
Tota 1 104 
TABLE 12 
DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OR UNIMPORTANCE GIVEN BY PRINCIPALS TO CURRICULUM 
DEVELOPMENT AS A SUPERVISORY ACTIVITY COMPARED TO THE DEGREE OF 
IMPORTANCE OR UNI~1PORTANCE PRINCIPALS THOUGHT THEIR 
SUPERINTENDENTS HAD GIVEN THE ACTIVITY 
P-6c Responses 
' 1 2 3 4 5 NR 
1 
1 - no importance 
2 1 1 J. 
2 - minor importance 
1 9 1 2 
3 - average importance 
1 4 12 25 4 1 
4 - major importance 
3 7 6 20 1 
5 - critical importance 
2 
P-6a How much importance do you, as principal, place on faculty involvement in 
curriculum development as a supervisory activity? 
P-6c How much importance do you think your superintendent places on curriculum 
development as one of your supervisory activities? 
1-' 
1-' 
-.....] 
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TABLE 13 
Z SCORES CONVERTED TO P VALUES 
Supervisory P a to S a 
Activities 
value z score p 
Classroom 2.530 < .05 
Visitation 
Principal-Teacher .3 > .05 
Conferences 
Faculty .401 ::> . 05 
~leet ings 
Teacher .6231 > .05 
Evaluation 
Teacher 1.390 > .05 
In-Service 
Curriculum .6068 >.05 
Development 
classroom visitation except as specified in a negotiated agreement with 
a teachers union or in following a specified district evaluation proce-
dures which might include classroom visitation. 
Most principals noted in the interviews that their superinten-
dents had not specified, either at individual or group principal meet-
ings, their (superintendents') preference for classroom visitation as 
a supervisory activity. Although superintendents gave a significantly 
higher value to classroom visitation compared to the value given by 
principals, it did not appear as a priority supervisory activity at 
principal meetings, in the development of principals' yearly goals 
or in principals' job descriptions. 
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While superintendents placed a greater value on classroon1 
visitation than principals, they (superintendents) expected principals 
to spend twenty percent of their school time on classroom visitation 
(instead of the principals ten percent), and while superintendents 
indicated a high degree of expectancy for principals to perform this 
activity, the superintendents did not communicate the value of this 
activity to the principals. This disparity between superintendents' 
and principals' valuation of classroom visitation could be the result 
of superintendents stating ideals they thought the researcher wanted 
to hear. If superintendents truly valued classroom visitation as a 
supervisory activity, then in-service workshops for principals would 
be provided by superintendents to increase principals' awareness of 
the value given to classroom visitations and to increase principals' 
skills in the use of this activity. 
Many principals and superintendents found it difficult to re-
port percent of tirr:e expected to be spent (or snent) in supervisory 
activities. Some principals and superintendents commented that the 
time spent in classroom visitation could not be separated from the 
time spent in principal-teacher conferences and in evaluation. Be-
cause many administrators saw an overlap in these supervisory activi-
ties, a true picture in time spent (or expected to be spent) could not 
always be definitively reported. However, a ten percent discrepancy 
was noted which was consistent with z scores. 
In compal'ing the value given the six supervisory activities by 
principals to the value the principals thought their superintendents 
had given to these activities, there was a significant difference in 
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four activities: principal-teacher conferences) faculty meetings, 
teacher in-service, and curriculum development (see Table 14). 
TABLE 14 
Z SCORES CONVERTED TO P VALUES 
Supervisory p a to p c 
Activities 
value z score p 
Classroom 1.553 > .05 
Visitation 
Principal-Teacher 4.355 <.05 
Conferences 
I Faculty 2.105 <.05 Meetings 
Teacher 1.942 > .05 
Evaluation 
Teacher 2.008 <.o5 
In-Service 
Curriculum 3.228 <.05 
Development 
In each of the four activities principals thought their superinten-
dents valued the activity significantly lower than they (principals) 
did. In addition, the data revealed there was a consistency between 
the value given to principal-teacher conferences, faculty meetings, 
teacher in-service and curriculum development by both principals and 
superintendents and the amount of time spent (by principals) or ex-
pected to be spent (by superintendents) on these activities. Most 
principals were not cognizant of their superintendents' expectations, 
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and although principals viewed superintendents giving a significantly 
lower va·lue to these fout· supervisory activities, principals valued 
and performed (frequency) these activities as expected by their super-
intendents. Since principals viewed their superintendents not placing 
as high a value on principal-teacher conferences, faculty meetings, 
teacher in-service, and curriculum development and yet in reality the 
values given to these activities by both principals and superintendents 
were similar, it follows that principals performed these activities to 
the degree the principals valued the activities. 
The data revealed that superintendents had not informed their 
principals of how valuable they thought principal-teacher conferences, 
faculty meetings, teacher in-service, and curriculum development were 
as supet·visory activities. Most principals reported in intervie\'IS that 
they were allowed by their superintendents to function in a supervisory 
capacity with a minimum of suggestions from the superintendent. This 
lack of specificity on the part of the superintendent sometimes had 
the principal responding, "I don't know" to a question regarding how 
much a superintendent valued a supervisory activity. If principals 
are given the impression, through lack of communication and definition 
from the superintendent, that they (principals) have some autonomy in 
performing supervisory activities, they (principals) then run the risk 
of discovering (after a problem develops) that their autonomy existed 
only as long as their performance reflected the expectations of the 
superintendents. In addition, without a clear understanding of the 
supervisory performance expected of them (principals), the yearly 
evaluation of the principal by the superintendent is jeopardized. 
122 
Most principals used principal-teacher conferences to build 
rapport and to discuss evaluation of a classroom visitation. A few 
principals used structured periodic conferences with teachers to 
develop individual objectives and goals for the year. Although in 
most districts the need for conferences was agreed upon by both prin-
cipal and superintendent, no in-service for principals was provided 
which would establish it as a priority supervisory activity for the 
principal. The principals interviewed had not received training in 
conducting effective conferences, nor were time strategies reviewed 
so that principals could effectively manage to incorporate planned 
conferences into their school d~y. Even though both principals and 
superintendents agreed on the importance of principal-teacher con-
ferences, the process as seen by both, could vary and cause possible 
conflicts. 
Principals' and superintendents' responses on time allotment 
given to faculty meetings corresponded to their typically low valua-
tion of it as a supervisory activity. Responses of principals and 
superintendents indicated little value for faculty meetings in im-
proving instruction. Most principals and superintendents referred to 
district in-service or institute days as providing similar (substitute) 
means to improve instruction. 
Interviews revealed that instructional needs in an individual 
school were not likely to be addressed at a faculty meeting. Several 
factors contributed to faculty meetings not being used to improve the 
instructional program of a school: (1) faculty dissatisfaction in 
attending general faculty meetings, (2) lack of sufficient time to 
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address an instructional problem before and/or after school, (3) prin-
cipals' lack of expertise in leading the group in problem resolution, 
(4) principals' lack of knowledge and/or expertise in the area of 
need, and (5) lack of district resource staff to assist in the area 
of need, 
If principals are unable to provide leadership at faculty meet-
ings intended to improve instruction, and if no resource people are 
available at the local or district level, faculty meetings become 
administrative and procedural in nature and avoid areas and topics 
which could have impact on instructional improvement. 
The interviews revealed that with decreased student enrollment 
and the closing of schools, superintendents were emphasizing the impor-
tance of teacher evaluation as a primary supervisory activity of prin-
cipals. Principals were made aware of procedures required for evalua-
tions through collective bargaining contracts and board policy. A fev1 
district evaluation programs were not directly tied to classroom obser-
vations, but most districts required an annual evaluation of teachers 
which included a classroom visitation and a principal-teacher confer-
ence. 
Teacher evaluation as a tool to improve teacher performance was 
criticized by some principals 1t1ho expressed that they 1 iked to deal with 
teachers in a "positive" way. These principals had a more informal ap-
proach to supervision, expressjng that teachers were professionals and 
did not need a great deal of supervision on the part of the principal. 
It would appear from these remarks that some principals did not under-
stand the them·y of evaluation and that it can be a 11 positive" approach 
to improving teaching skills. 
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The majority of superintendents and principals, though, were 
supportive of structured district policies which required completion 
of evaluation forms, requiring teachers• in-put (at times) and 
teachers• signatures. In many cases copies of the evaluation forms 
were sent to the office of the superintendent to be reviewed by the 
superintendent or his assistant. 
The data revealed a consistently high value given to teacher 
evaluation as a supervisory activity by superintendents and principals. 
The large number of direct references to the principals• responsibility 
to evaluate teachers in job descriptions as well as superintendents• 
verbal acknowledgements of the value of this activity, helped make 
principals aware that this was a supervisory activity they were 
expected to perform. Principals were devoting a sizable amount of 
time (fifteen percent) to this activity since they valued it highly 
and thought their superintendents valued it highly. It only follows 
that one will engage in activities that one thinks his superior values 
highly. 
Because teacher evaluation is highly procedural in relation to 
dismissal or non-renewal of teachers• contracts and because declining 
student enrollment is forcing administrators to look critically at the 
instructional performance of the staff, more emphasis is being placed 
on this activity. Although a few principals were uncomfortable in 
their role as evaluators and viewed evaluation as a negative approach 
to improving instruction, most principals and superintendents viewed 
evaluation as a highly desirable means to improve instruction. 
The interviews revealed that although principals and superin-
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tendents valued teacher in-service and curriculum development, these 
activities were most frequently handled at a district level. Usually 
both administrators and teachers had in-put into the topics covered 
at district in-services; the topics were general so as to have broad 
appeal, but maybe too general to have much impact or importance. 
Principals and teacher representatives were involved in textbook 
selection, which was synonomous with curriculum development. Books 
chosen by the curriculum committees were used by all schools in the 
district. 
Principals' involvement in in-service programs generally 
centered on developing programs for teachers new to their schools and 
in being actively involved in in-service committee work on the district 
level. Principals were typically members of in-service committees which 
met with teacher representatives from each building in the district to 
establish in-service topics and agendas. 
In-service days and institutes were synonomous in most districts. 
Many districts claimed to have five in-service half-days; four of these. 
half-days were used for parent-teacher conferences and the fifth was 
used to prepare for the conferences. 
The reasons for the lack of local in-service programs were simi-
lar to those expressed for the lack of faculty meetings: (1) the prin-
cipals' lack of expertise in curriculum areas, (2) lack of resource 
people at the district level to assist in planning and presentation, 
and (3) disinterest of faculty members in spending time listening to 
presentations which do not relate specifically to their needs. 
Many schools have instructional problems and needs which are 
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not shared with other schools and are r1ot addressed at district in-
service meetings. If principals are unable to provide for instruc-
tional improvement at the local school level through faculty meetings 
and/or teacher in-service, then the vital component of staff develop-
ment which allows for local teacher in-put, feedback, and problem 
solving is missing from their (principals') supervisory programs. 
Demographics and Classifications 
One variable, adequacy of training for both principals and 
superintendents, was examined on a fact sheet which was included with 
the questionnaire. The question for principals was: How adequate v1as 
your training in preparing you to deal with the supervisory problems 
you face as an elementary school principal? A parallel question for 
superintendents was: How adequate was your training in preparing you 
to direct elementary school principals in their supervisory roles? 
These questions used a six point Likert scale, requiring the respon-
dents to specify: 
1. Extremely inadequate 
2. Very inadequate 
3. Inadequate 
4. Adequate 
5. Very adequate 
6. Extremely adequate 
Thirty-one percent of the one hundred four elementary princi-
pals responding noted that their supervisory abilities ranged from in-
adequate to extremely inadequate. Thirty-nine percent of the twenty-
six superintendents stated their ability to direct elementary princi-
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pals in their (principals•) supervisory role ranged from inadequate to 
extremely inadequate. 
A masters degree was the highest degree awarded to thirty-five 
percent of the superintendents. Eighty-five percent of the superinten-
dents had their masters conferred prior to 1970. Seventy-three percent 
of all superintendents majored in educational administration and super-
vision. 
A masters degree was the highest degree awarded to eighty-two 
percent of the principals. Sixty-six percent of the principals majored 
in educational administration and supervision. 
If almost a third of the principals and more than a third of 
the superintendents rated their supervisory training as inadequate, 
then the need for staff development in supervisory skills for both 
(superintendents and principals) is obvious. Principals rely on 
guidance and direction from superintendents by discussing the super-
visory tasks for which the principals will be held accountable. If 
superintendents are unable to in-service principals on supervisory 
sills, and if the void is not filled by district resource staff, 
then the principal is left on his own initiative to increase his 
skills--still not aware of his superintendent's expectations of 
principals• performance. 
In addition, since more than half of the principals and a 
third of the superintendents had their degrees conferred prior to 
1970, the need for in-service of superintendents and principals in 
supervisory skills is even more evident. Clinical supervision, with 
its emphasis on pre-conferences, setting objectives, classroom 
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visitations and post conferences was not introduced until 1970. If 
a conflict exists between the emphasis or lack of emphasis of super-
visory activities established in local schools or school districts, 
then principals and superintendents need a forum (staff development 
program) for discussing these disparities in a non-threatening 
situation. 
Additional variables were examined by requesting classifica-
tion and demographic information from principals and superintendents. 
The data on superintendents revealed that almost half of the 
superintendents had less than six years experience as an elementary 
school teacher and almost half the superintendents had less than six 
years experience as an elementary school principal. This data was 
then compared to the principals• information. Approximately one 
third of the principals had been a classroom teacher for one to 
five years and one fourth of the principals had been an elementary 
school principal for one to five years. 
Superintendents with limited experience as elementary school 
teachers and/or principals would find being a leader in advancing the 
supervisory skills of elementary school principals a difficult task. 
Likewise, elementary school principals with limited classroom and/or 
administrative experience would be faced with difficult problems 
supervising teachers. The literature reported that supervision is 
as much an art as it is a science. Therefore, a textbook understand-
ing of supervisory practices, without the benefit of on-the-job exper-
ience limits superintendents and principals in the performance of their 
supervisory duties. The ability of a principal to help a teacher 
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improve her skills is limited if his (principal's) classroom exper-
iences has been minimal. So too, a superintendent's ability to in-
service principals on a variety of skills needed to perform super-
visory tasks is limited if his (supet·intendent's) experience as a 
principal has been negligible. 
Principals rely on verbal and written communications from 
their superintendents to delineate their (superintendents') expecta-
tions. Principals in DuPage County formally met with their superin-
tendents on an average of once a month to review district concerns. 
In addition, superintendents visited schools and conferred indivi-
dually with principals. Rarely were supervisory activities, other 
than teacher evaluation, discussed at district meetings or during 
visits with the superintendent. The superintendents' lack of com-
munication on the subject caused the principals to be unaware of the 
superintendents' expectations of the principals' supervisory role. 
Rankings of Supervisory Activities 
The six supervisory activities were ranked according to value 
from most valued (one) to least valued (six) by twenty-eight professors 
of administration and supervision, ninety-four principals v1ith job de-
scriptions, eight principals without job descriptions, twenty-two 
superintendents with job descriptions, and four superintendents with-
out job descriptions. 
Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance was used to determine the 
degree of association among the groups. (H = .8354; p = .001). Ken-
dall's Coefficient of Concordance, W, expresses the average agreement, 
on a scale from .00 to 1.00 between the ranks. P expresses the 
130 
probability or likelihood of obtaining a value as extreme or more ex-
treme than the value (see Table 15). One can conclude with consider-
able assurance that the agreement among principals, superintendents, 
and professors in ranking the six supervisory activities was higher 
than it would have been by chance. 
Classroom visitation was ranked highest in value, principal-
teacher conferences were the second most highly valued activity, 
teacher evaluation was third, curriculum development was fourth, 
teacher in-service was fifth, and faculty meetings was sixth. 
Interviews with principals revealed that although classroom 
visitations were at times used without evaluations, the time spent in 
the classroom by the principal (in what was called an informal visita-
tion) averaged only five minutes. Because principals did not usually 
write up, or confer with teachers after informal visits, the visits 
did not tend to improve the quality of instruction. 
Principals spoke highly of classroom visitations and principal-
teacher conferences in the interviews. Some principals stated they made 
an effort to spend a few minutes in each classroom, each day. Other 
principals made it a policy to meet with each teacher twice a year to 
set and review objectives for the year. Almost all principals con-
cluded a formal classroom visitation with a teacher conference. 
Most principals followed district policies on teacher evaluation. 
District evaluation policies usually required the principal to visit and 
confer with the teacher. As a result, classroom visitations, principal-
teacher conferences and teacher evaluation were considered as one pro-
cess by superintendents and principals making it difficult to value 
the activities or note time allotted to each. 
1 Classroom 
Visitation 
Principals 
With Job 
Descriptions 2 
j Principals 
I w·ithout Job I I Descriptions 1 
I Superintendents I 
With Job 
Descriptions 1 
Superintendents 
Without Job 
Descriptions 1 
Professors 1 
K = 5 
N = 6 
TABLE 15 
KENDALL 1 S COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE 
RANKING OF SUPERVISORY ACTIVITIES 
l Principal-Teacher 
Confel~ence 
1 
3 
2 
3 
2 
l Faculty 
Meetings 
6 
5 
6 
5 
6 
Teacher 
Evaluation 
3 
2 
3 
2 
4 
\4 = .8354 
p < .001 
Teacher 
In- Curriculum 
Service Development 
5 4 
6 4 
I 
5 4 
6 4 
3 5 I 
132 
Superintendents and principals tended to emphasize the need 
to complete the paperwork necessary to satisfy statutory requirements 
for teacher evaluation. This emphasis primarily resulted from greater 
teacher awareness of due process rights through teachers' unions. 
Although curriculum development was ranked fourth in value, 
interviews revealed that little curriculum development, outside of 
textbook selection, was intended. The curriculum was relatively 
static in most districts. No efforts were made to acquire parent or 
student participation in curriculum projects. Textbook selection, 
being synonymous with curriculum in most districts, was accomplished 
at the district office with only teachers and administrators giving 
input through representatives. 
The in-service arm of supervisory practices was practically 
non-existent in the el ementaty schools sampled. In-service education 
for teachers was synonymous in most districts with institute days 
sponsored by the district. It was a rare occasion when a principal 
in a local elementary school arranged for in-service of his school 
staff based on a known local school instructional need. 
The reasons for the lack of local in-service could be many: 
lack of principal expertise in a particular area of the curriculum, 
lack of principal leadership in providing resource people, disinter-
est of teachers in attending in-service meetings, and lack of district 
resource staff to assist with instructional needs. 
Faculty meetings were the least valued and least used super-
visory activity; yet staff meetings are one of the most readily 
accessible means of securing faculty in-put into school needs and 
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receiving feedback on programs. The reasons for the infrequent use 
of faculty meetings were similar to those of in-service meetings. 
If in-service meetings and faculty meetings are not highly 
valued and are only infrequently used for the improvement of instruc-
tion at the local school, a vital component of a complete supervisory 
program is missing. As principals observe in classrooms, review stu-
dent progress, and interact with the faculty, they become aware of 
instructional needs which because of limited time cannot be dealt 
with on one-to-one or small group basis. Teacher in-service and 
faculty meetings can provide the vital component of staff develop-
ment \'thich is needed in any supervisory program intended to improve 
instruction. 
Questionnaire Responses of Participating 
Principals and Superintendents With 
Job Descriptions and Without Job 
Descriptions In DuPage County, 
Illinois 
Responses of Principals With Job Descriptions 
Compared to Responses of Principals 
Without Job Descriptions 
Of the 104 responding principals, ninety-six principals were 
from districts which had job descriptions for principals, eight prin-
cipals were from districts which did not have job descriptions for 
principals. 
Classroom Visitation 
-----------
Item P-1a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on classroom visitation as a supel~visory activity to 
i~prove instruction? Applying a z test for significant difference at 
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the .05 level there was no significant difference (z = .6881; p:>.05; 
see Table 16). The mean score of principals with job descriptions was 
4.094. The mean score of principals without job descriptions was 4.25. 
In t·evievling principals' descriptions for twenty-six elementary 
school districts in DuPage County, Illinois, classroom visitation was 
specifically mentioned in five (nineteen percent) of the job descrip-
tions. 
References to classroom visitations in principals' descrip-
tions were as follows: 
1. To visit each teacher in his/her classroom on a regular 
and frequent basis for the purpose of observing the pro-
gram and conferring with the teacher on needed improve-
ments 
2. Observe and evaluate at frequent intervals the teaching 
performance of certified personnel assigned to his build-
ing 
3. Observe teaching 
4. Being in the learning areas as a doing person using this 
opportunity for upgrading instruction and evaluation 
5. Assume responsibility for the improvement of instruction 
and revision of instructional programs through classroom 
visitations ... 
The expectation for an elementary principal to visit classrooms 
in the twenty-two remaining job descriptions was either absent or 
couched in general performance responsibilities: 
1. Supervises the schools teaching process 
2. To assist teachers in their endeavors to improve 
instruction 
3. Develop, implement, and improve the educational program 
through cooperative and ongoing endeavors in supervision 
of instruction and evaluation of learning 
Classroom 
Vis it at ion 
Principal-
Teacher 
Conference 
FacuHy 
~1eeti ngs 
Teacher 
Evaluation 
Teacher 
In-Service 
Curricuium 
Development 
Adequacy 
TA.BLE 16 
Z AND T SCORES COMPARING THE MEAN VALUE GIVEN TO 
SIX SUPERVISORY ACTIVITIES 
-r· Principals 
I ~~ith To 
I. 
Principals 
. l~ithout 
I sc~re i va~ ue 
I I I .6881 I> .a 5 
i 
.6985 
I 
L074 I>. 
I 
I ' 1.1618 I '>. 1/ 
! 
.o79s 1 >. 
I 
I 
05 
05 
05 
05 
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I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
l 
i 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
l 
I 
- -Super·i ntendents 
~lith To 
Superintendents 
1J"th t i 1 au. 
t .- p 
score va·lue 
.736 I> .05 
I 
I 
4.291 I ,/ 05 , . 
-.268 >.os 
3.822 <.os 
1.888 >.o5 
.561 >.os 
.074 ~.C5 
I 
I 
I 
I 
l 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
! 
Principals 
Hith To 
Superintendents 
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' 
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score value 
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.3922 :>.o5 
I 
.3197 >.o5 
I 
2. 4910 l <.os 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Principals 1 
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Superintendents I 
Without · 
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I 
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4. Supervise the instructional staff in the development 
and implementation of curriculum 
Principals were asked in P-lb: What percent of your school 
time is spent on classroom visitations to improve instruction? Seventy 
percent of the principals with job descriptions spent ten percent of 
their school time on classroom visitations. Seventy-four percent of 
the principals without job descriptions spent ten percent of their 
school time on classroom visitations. The existence of a job descrip-
tion did not affect the amount of time principals spent in this activ-
ity. Possible explanation lies in the fact that only a small percent-
age of job descriptions (nineteen) specified classroom visitation 
{albeit, generally) and the fact that most principals did not separate 
classroom visitation from teacher evaluation and therefore principals 
with and without job descriptions simply complied with written dis-
trict policies on the number of classroom visitations (teacher eval-
uations) required each year. 
Principal-Teacher Conferences 
Item P-2a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on principal-teacher conferences as a supervisory 
activity to improve instruction? Applying a z test for significant 
difference at the .05 level there was no significant difference 
(z = .6985; p:>.05). The mean score of principals with job descrip-
tions was 4.489. The mean score for principals without job descrip-
tions was 4.625. 
In reviewing principals 1 job descriptions for twenty-six ele-
mentary school districts in DuPage County, Illinois, principal-teacher 
137 
conferences were specifically mentioned in six (twenty-three percent) 
of the job descriptions: 
1. Conferring regularly with teachers regarding instruction 
2. Counsels with teachers ... in solving immediate problems 
3. To meet with teachers as often as necessary, ... and 
discuss methods of improving instruction 
4. He shall meet with teachers in conference to discuss their 
performance, current trends of instruction, new materials, 
etc. 
5. Conducting regular teacher evaluations, followed by a 
conference. . . 
6. Assume responsibility for the improvement of instruction 
and revision of instructional programs through classroom 
visitation, conferences .... 
Principal-teacher conferences were not specifically mentioned 
in twenty or seventy-seven percent of the remaining job descdptions. 
A partial explanation for this may lie in the fact that in some dis-
tricts conferences were considered to be a part of the evaluation 
process which also included classroom visitation. 
Principals were asked in P-2b: What percent of your school 
time is spent on principal-teacher conferences to improve instruction? 
Seventy-eight percent of the principals with job descriptions spent ten 
percent of their school time on principal-teacher conferences. Sixty-
eight percent of the principals without job descriptions spent fifteen 
percent of their school time on principal-teacher conferences. The 
existence of a job description had little impact on the amount of time 
principals spent in this activity. Again, possible explanation lies in 
the fact that only a small percentage of job descriptions (twenty-three) 
specified teacher conferences, and the fact that most principals did not 
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separate teache}~ conferences from teacher evaluation and therefm~e 
principals with and without job descriptions simply complied with 
written district policies on the number of teacher evaluations 
(followed by a conference) required each year. 
Facu 1 ty ~1eet in~ 
Item P-3a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on general faculty meetings as a supervisory activity 
to improve instruction? Applying a z test for significance at the .05 
level there v1as no significant difference (z = 1.074; p>.05). The 
mean score of principals with job descriptions was 2.697. The mean 
score for principals without job descriptions was 3.0. The mean score 
given to faculty meetings by principals was the lowest given to any of 
the six supervisory activities. 
In reviewing principals' job descriptions for the twenty-six 
elementary school districts in DuPage County, Illinois, it was inter-
esting to note that twelve (forty-six percent) of the job descriptions 
mentioned holding faculty meetings specifically as a responsibility of 
the principal. There was a disparity between the p}~ofessed value given 
to faculty meetings by principals and superintendents and the number of 
references to faculty meetings in job descriptions. Examples of refer-
ences were as follows: 
1. Conducts meetings of the staff as necessary for the proper 
functioning of the school 
2. Conducts staff meetings to keep members informed of policy 
changes, new programs and the like 
3. Principals are expected to provide local schools with pro-
fessional leadership in all curriculum programs and deci-
sions and enthusiasm and support for curriculum building 
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and implementation. It implies also regular staff meetings 
to implement a cohesiveness in attaining goals 
4. Meet with teachers as a group--once weekly 
Principals were asked in P-3b: What percent of your general 
faculty meetings are used for the purpose of instructional improve-
ment? Fifty-three percent of the principals with job descriptions 
spent five percent of their school time on faculty meetings to im-
prove instruction. Fifty-one percent of the principals without job 
descriptions spent five percent of their school time on faculty meet-
ings to improve instruction. Since districts without job descriptions 
for principals were typically small (average of two principals), a 
family atmosphere prevailed in the districts and in the local schools. 
It was apparent from the interviews that principals in districts with-
out job descriptions used faculty meetings more for social and proce-
dural matters than for instructional improvement. 
Teacher Evaluation 
Item P-4a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on evaluation of teachers as a supervisory activity 
to improve instruction? Applying a z test for significant difference 
at the .05 level there was no significant difference (z = 1.1618; 
p~.05). The mean score of principals with job descriptions was 
4.062. The mean score for principals without job descriptions was 
4.375. 
In reviewing principals• job descriptions for twenty-six ele-
mentary school districts in DuPage County, Illinois, teacher evaluation 
was mentioned in twenty-four (ninety-two percent) of the job descriptions. 
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Examples of the references are as follows: 
1. He shall evaluate the efficiency of each member of his 
instructional staff in accordance with the established 
plan and shall report his evaluation to the Assistant 
Superintendent as required 
2. Evaluate personnel in keeping with district's teacher 
evaluation procedure 
3. To evaluate the effectiveness of each member of the 
staff of his school and report his opinion to the 
Superintendent. Such evaluation may be made by 
periodic conferences, but a written report must be 
made at least once a year 
4. Evaluates and discusses with staff means they may 
utilize to improve their teaching 
Of all the supervisory activities noted in principals' job 
descriptions, teacher evaluation was the most specifically mentioned. 
For example: 
Make periodic visits to classrooms, evaluate and make 
recommendations for the improvement of instruction and file 
the guide for the improvement of instruction with the super-
intendent of schools for all probationary teachers before 
December 1st and March 1st and for all tenured teachers 
before March 1st each year. 
Principals were asked in P-4b: What percent of your school 
time is spent on teacher evaluation to improve instruction? Eighty-
six percent of the principals with job descriptions spent ten percent 
of their school time on teacher evaluations to improve instruction. 
Eighty-four percent of the principals without job descriptions spent 
ten percent of their school time on teacher evaluations to improve 
instruction. 
Teacher In-Service 
Item P-5a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on teacher in-service as a supervisory activity to 
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improve instruction'? Applying a z test for significant difference at 
the .05 level there was no significant difference (z = .0795; p)>.05). 
The mean score of principals with job descriptions was 3.729. The 
mean score of principals without job descriptions was 3.75. 
In reviewing principals' job descriptions for twenty-six ele-
mentary school districts in DuPage County, Illinois, teacher in-service 
was specifically mentioned in fifteen (fifty-eight percent) of the job 
descriptions" Examples of references were as follows: 
1. Orients newly assigned staff members and assists in 
their development as appropriate 
2. Provide opportunities for the orientation of new staff 
members and for the maximum growth of both inexperienced 
and experienced staff members 
3. Conducting in-service and orientation faculty meetings 
4. To follow-up evaluative activities \'lith in-service and 
other activities designed to help each employee improve 
the quality of his/her performance 
Principals were asked in P-5b: What percent of your school 
time is spent on teacher in-service (outside of general faculty meet-
ings)? Eighty-four percent of the principals with job descriptions 
spent five percent of their school time on teacher in-service. 
Eighty percent of the principals without job descriptions spent five 
percent of their school time on teacher in-service. 
Curriculum Development 
Item P-6a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on faculty involvement in curriculum development as 
a supervisory activity to improve instruction? Applying a z test for 
significant difference at the .05 level there was no significant 
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d-ifference (z = .9687; p'>.05). The mean score of principals viith job 
descriptions was 4.106. The mean score of principals without job 
descriptions was 4.375. 
In reviewing principals• job descriptions for twenty-s·ix ele-
mentary school districts in DuPage County, Illinois, curriculum devel-
opment was specifically mentioned in ten (thirty-eight percent) of the 
job descriptions. 
References to curriculum development in principals• job descrip-
tions were as follows: 
1. To work close·iy with the faculty and with program directors 
to develop exemplary and innovative programs v1ithin the 
school, to provide leadership and inspiration for faculty 
members, and to assure adequate evaluation of new as well 
as on-going programs 
2. Provides the leadership for the development, revision and 
evaluation of the curriculum 
3. In cooperation with the District Superintendent, he shall 
participate in curriculum study, in the development of 
curriculum materials, and in the evaluation and selection 
of new materials. He shall also provide opportunities for 
teachers and other members of his staff to participate in 
these activities 
Principals were asked in P-6b: What percent of your school 
time is spent on curriculum development? Eighty-eight percent of the 
principals with job descriptions spent ten percent of their school time 
on curriculum development. Eighty-four percent of the principals with-
out job descriptions spent ten percent of their school time on currie-
ulum development. 
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Ana_lys is of Data Comp_9ri~~sponses 
oT Pri nc_j2_~l_~~i th Job_ Descriptions 
to·~qe22_onse_? of Principals Without 
Job-Descriptions 
The data from the questionnaire revealed agreement in value and 
frequency of use of the six supervisory activities by principals with 
job descriptions and principals without job descriptions. 
Although most principals could respond as to whether a princi-
pals' job description was available in their district many principals 
where job descriptions were available had not referred to it in recent 
years. 
The frequency with \-Jhich a supervisory activity was noted in 
job descriptions did not relate to the value given to the activity by 
principals with job descriptions (see Table 17). For example, even 
though classroom visitations were specifically mentioned in only 
nineteen percent of the job descriptions, the mean value given to this 
activity by principals with job descriptions was 4.094. Principal-
teacher conferences were specifically mentioned in twenty-three per-
cent of principals' job descriptions. The mean value given to 
principal-teacher conferences by principals with job descriptions was 
4.489. Faculty meetings, although specifically mentioned in forty-six 
percent of principals' job descriptions were given a mean value of 
2.697 by principals with job descriptions. Teacher evaluation was the 
most frequentl:i ment·i oned supervisory activity in pri nci pa 1 s' job de-
scriptions. Teacher evaluation was mentioned in ninety-two percent of 
the job descriptions while principa1s with job descriptions gave it a 
mean Vdlue of 4.062. Teacher in-service was specifically mentioned in 
fifty-eight percent of the job descriptions. The mean value given to 
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TABLE 17 
FREQUENCY OF REFERENCE TO SIX SUPERVISORY ACTIVITIES IN 
PRINCIPALS' JOB DESCRIPTIONS COMPARED TO PRINCIPALS' 
WITH JOB DESCRIPTIONS MEAN SCORES (VALUES) FOR 
EACH SUPERVISORY ACTIVITY 
Frequency of Reference Principals • t~ith 
In Principals' Job Job Descriptions 
Supervisory Description Mean Score 
Activity Raw Score Percent Rank (Value) Rank 
Classroom 
Visitation 5 19 6 4.094 3 
Principal-Teacher 
Conferences 6 23 5 4.489 1 
Faculty 
r~eet ings 12 46 3 2.697 6 
Teacher 
Evaluation 24 92 1 4.062 4 
Teacher 
In-Service 15 58 2 3. 729 5 
Curri cul urn 
Development 10 38 4 4.106 2 
teacher in-service by principals with job descriptions was 3.729. Cur-
riculum development was specifically mentioned in thirty-eight percent 
of principals' job descriptions. The mean value given to curriculum 
development by principals with job descriptions was 4.106. 
The disparity betvJeen the value principals gave to supervisory 
activities and the frequency to which the supervisory activities were 
referred in job descriptions, gave evidence to an impending source of 
conflict with the principals' superiors (if, in fact, the superinten-
dent expected principals to adhere to the job descript·ions' specifi-
cations). 
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Most of the twenty-six job descriptions from districts in 
DuPage were worded in general terms. Some were in outline form and 
were not clear. For example: 
I. Improvement of Instruction 
A. Students - Guidance - Honor Roll 
B. Teachers - Evaluations - Plan Books 
C. Parents - Public Relations 
It was obvious from the data that available job descriptions 
had little effect on the value and frequency of performance of the 
six supervisory activities by principals with job descriptions. 
In addition to job descriptions, principals rely on their super-
intendents to provide information and in-service on the kind and fre-
quency of supervisory activities expected of elementary school princi-
pals. With the exception of teacher evaluation, principals reported 
superintendents made few references to supervisory duties required of 
principals. Teacher evaluation was a focus of many superintendents, 
therefore the topic had been discussed at individual and group prin-
cipals' meetings. Because classroom visitation and principal-teacher 
conferences were considered components of teacher evaluation in some 
districts, principals were aware of their responsibility to perform 
these activities. 
Other than periodic mention of principals' need to evaluate 
teachers, little direction or in-sel~vice \'/as provided by the superin-
tendent to principals in order to increase their awareness of their 
{principals') supervisory responsibilit·ies. Principals described 
their superinteildents as having a 11 proble111-oriented approach" to 
supervision. That is, when a problem regarding the principal's 
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supervisory practices arose, the principal would receive an emergency 
phone call from the superintendent to express his (superintendent•s) 
opinion on the matter. Of course, by the, the principal was quite 
vulnerable because although he performed his supervisory activities 
in a manner he thought appropriate, there were seldom district guide-
lines to support his (principal •s) position. 
The fact that principals with and principals without job 
descriptions were in agreement in valuing the six supervisory activi-
ties indicates the lack of effectiveness of the present job descrip-
tions. The job descriptions did not specifically state the super-
visory responsibilities of principals. This lack of specificity in 
job descriptions left principals with literally no description of 
their supervisory duties. It was clear that no significant differ-
ence could be observed between the responses of principals with and 
principals without job desc1·iptions because those principals with a 
written job description were equally unaware of the supervisory 
duties expected of them as were the principals without job descriptions. 
If direction is not provided or requirements are not clearly 
stated for principals to perform specific supervisory activities on a 
consistent basis then principals must use their best judgment to deter-
mine the frequency and type of supervisory activities to be used. 
When principals perform a supervisory function on which they 
will be evaluated but for which there are no guidelines by which per-
formance can be judged, the effectiveness of that performance becomes 
subjective and lies wholly in the hands of their (principals•) super-
visors. 
Responses of Superintendents vlith Job Descriptions 
for Principals Compared to Responses of 
Superintendents Without Job 
Descriptions for 
Principals 
Of the twenty-six responding superintendents, twenty-t\·10 \'Jere 
from districts which had job descriptions for principals, four super-
intendents were from districts which did not have job descriptions 
for principals. 
Classroom Visitation 
Item S-la for superintendents was: How much importance do you, 
as superintendent, place on classroom visitation as a supervisory ac-
tivity to improve instruction? Applying a t test for significant dif--
ference at the .05 level, there was no significant difference 
(t = .736; df = 24; p)>.05). The mean score of superintendents with 
job descriptions for principals was 4.454. The mean score of superin-
tendents without job descriptions for principals was 4.25. The mean 
values given to classroom visitation by superintendents with and with-
out job descriptions for principals indicates that both groups con-
sidered this activity to be of major importance. 
Superintendents were asked in Slb: What percent of an elemen-
tary principal •s school time do you expect to be spent on classroom 
visitations for the purpose of instructional improvement? Seventy-
five percent of the superintendents with job descriptions for princi-
pals expected principals to spend twenty percent of their school time 
on classroom vis·itations. Seventy-six percent of the superintendents 
without job descriptions for principals expected principals to spend 
ten percent of their school time on classroom visitations. 
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Principal-Teacher Conferences 
Item S-2a for superintendents was: How much importance do you~ 
as superintendent, place on principal-teacher conferences as a super-
visory activity to improve instruction? Applying a t test for signi-
ficant difference at the .05 level, there was a significant difference. 
(t = 4.291; df = 21; P<·05). The mean score of superintendents with 
job descriptions for principals was 4.545. The mean score of superin-
tendents without job descriptions for principals was 4.0. 
Superintendents were asked in S-2b: What percent of an elemen-
tary principal's school time do you expect to be spent on principal-
teacher conferences for the purpose of instructional improvement? 
.. 
Eighty percent of the superintendents with job descriptions for prin-
cipals expected principals to spend ten percent of their school time 
on principal-teacher conferences. Sixty-one percent of the superin-
tendents without job descriptions for principals expected principals 
to spend ten percent of their school time on principal-teacher con-
ferences. 
Faculty Meetings 
Item S-3a for superintendents was: How much importance do you, 
as superintendent, place on general faculty meetings as a supervisory 
activity to improve instruction? Applying a t test for significant dif-
ference at the .05 level, there was no significant difference (t = -.268; 
df = 24; p~.05). The mean score for superintendents with job descrip-
tions for principals was 2.636. The mean score of superintendents with-
out job descriptions for principals was 2.75. The mean score given to 
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faculty meetings by superintendents was the lowest given by superin-
tendents to any of the six supervisory activities. 
Superintendents were asked in S-3b: What percent of an ele-
mentary principal's school time do you expect to be spent on general 
faculty meetings for the purpose of instructional improvement? Ninety-
five percent of the superintendents with job descriptions for princi-
pals expected principals to spend five percent of their school time 
on faculty meetings. Ninety-seven percent of the superintendents 
without job descriptions for principals expected principals to 
spend five percent of their school time on faculty meetings. 
Teacher Evaluation 
Item S-4a for superintendents was: How much importance do you, 
as superintendent, place on evaluation of teachers as a supervisory 
activity to improve instruction? Applying a t test for significant 
difference at the .05 level, there wa~ a significant difference 
(t = 3.822; df = 21; p~.05). The mean score of superintendents with 
job descriptions for principals was 4.409. The mean score of superin-
tendents without job descriptions for principals was 4.0. 
Superintendents were asked in S-4b: What percent of an ele-
mentary principal's school time do you expect to be spent on teacher 
evaluations for the purpose of instructional improvement? Eighty per-
cent of the superintendents with job descriptions for principals ex-
pected principals to spend fifteen percent of their school time on 
teacher evaluations. Seventy-six percent of the superintendents 
without job descriptions for principals expected principals to spend 
fifteen percent of their school time on teacher evaluations. 
150 
Teacher In-Service 
Item S-5a for superintendents was: How much importance do you, 
as superintendent, place on teacher in-service as a supervisory activ-
ity to improve instruction? Applying a t test for significant differ-
ence at the .05 level, there was no significant difference (t = 1.888; 
df = 24; p)>.05). The mean score of superintendents with job descrip-
tions for principals was 3.590. The mean score of superintendents 
without job descriptions for principals was 2.75. 
Superintendents were asked in S-5b: What percent of an elemen-
tary principal's school time do you expect to be spent on teacher in-
service outside of general faculty meetings? One hundred percent of 
the superintendents with and without job descriptions for principals 
expected principals to spend five percent of their school time on 
faculty meetings to improve instruction. 
Curriculum Development 
Item S-6a for superintendents was: How much importance do you, 
as superintendent, place on faculty involvement in curriculum develop-
ment as a supervisory activity for the improvement of instruction? 
Applying a t test for significant difference at the .05 level, there 
was no significant difference (t = .561; df = 24; p~.05). The mean 
score of superintendents with job descriptions for principals was 
4.047. The mean score of superintendents without job descriptions 
for principals was 3.75. 
Superintendents were asked in S-6b: What percent of an ele-
mentary principal's school time do you expect to be spent on curric-
ulum development? Eighty-six percent of the superintendents with job 
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descriptions for principals expected principals to spend ten percent 
of their school time on curriculum development. Eighty-two percent of 
the superintendents without job descriptions for principals expected 
principals to spend ten percent of their time on curriculum develop-
ment. 
Analysis of Data Comparing Responses of 
Superintendents With Job Descriptions for 
Principals to Responses of Superintendents 
Without Job Descriptions for Principals 
The data from the questionnaires revealed the mean scores of 
superintendents without job descriptions for principals were lower on 
five out of six supervisory activities as compared to the mean scores 
of superintendents with job descriptions for principals. Superinten-
dents without job descriptions for principals, with only one exception, 
did not rate any of the six supervisory activities of critical impor-
tance. (One superintendent without a job description for principals 
rated one activity, classroom visitation of critical importance.) 
In addition, superintendents without job descriptions for prin-
cipals expected less time to be spent in four of the six supervisory 
activities. For example, seventy-six percent of the superintendents 
without job descriptions expected principals to spend ten percent of 
their school time in classroom visitations, whereas seventy-five per-
cent of the superintendents with job descriptions for principals ex-
pected principals to spend twenty percent of their school time in 
classroom visitations. 
If superintendents without job descriptions consistently place 
less value on the six supervisory activities and expect less frequency 
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of use of these activities as compared to superintendents with job 
descriptions for principals then one could conclude that superinten-
dents without job descriptions are not as aware and/or as appreciative 
of the supervisory activities recommended in the literature. As a re-
sult, principals who already operate without a job description would 
also not be provided with the direction and motivation from their 
superintendents to perform the kind/amount of supervisory activities 
suggested in the literature. 
Demographic and classification data were examined but provided 
little insight into the ratings given by the superintendents. Specifi-
cally, years of experience as a teacher, years of experience as a prin-
cipal, number of principals supervised, and year of graduation were not 
variables influencing ·responses of superintendents. 
The data from the questionnaires of superintendents with and 
without job descriptions for principals revealed a significant differ-
ence in valuing two of the six supervisory practices, namely principal-
teacher conferences and teacher evaluation. Superintendents with job 
descriptions for their principals valued both principal-teacher con-
ferences and teacher evaluation significantly higher than superinten-
dents without job descriptions for their principals. 
The high priority that superintendents with job descriptions 
for principals placed on teacher evaluation was supported by the num-
ber of references to teacher evaluation in job descriptions. Ninety-
two percent of the t\>Jenty-six job descriptions specified that princi-
pals were responsible for teacher evaluation. Many superintendents 
commented in the interview that they found it difficult to separate 
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teacher evaluation from what they viewed as components of the evalua-
tion process that is, classroom visitation and principal-teacher con-
ferences. Although only twenty-three percent of the job descriptions 
specified that the principal should hold principal-teacher conferences 
this activity was often an accepted component of teacher evaluation. 
Superintendents can use job descriptions to specify the super-
visor·y responsibilities for which elementary principals are held 
accountable. In addition, principals rely on written and verbal in-
formation given them be their superintendents. If the emphasis to 
perform supervisory tasks is clearly stated in a job description 
(an reinforced by the superintendent) then there is a greater likeli-
hood of the principal performing this supervisory activity. 
The frequency with which a supervisory activity was noted in 
job descriptions did not necessarily relate to the value given to the 
activity by superintendents with job descriptions for principals (see 
Table 18). 
For example, even though classroom visitations were specifi-
cally mentioned in only nineteen percent of the principals' job de-
scriptions, the mean score given to this activity by superintendents 
with job descriptions for principals was 4.454. Principal-teacher 
conferences were specifically mentioned in twenty-three percent of 
principals' job descriptions. The mean value given to principal-
teacher conferences by superintendents with job descriptions for 
principals was 4.545. Faculty meetings, although specifically men-
tioned in forty-six percent of principals' job descriptions, were 
given a mean value of 2.636 by superintendents with job descriptions 
I 
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TABLE 18 
FREQUENCY OF REFERENCE TO SIX SUPERVISORY ACTIVITIES IN 
PRINCIPALS' JOB DESCRIPTIONS COMPARED TO 
SUPERINTENDENTS' WITH JOB DESCRIPTIONS 
FOR PRINCIPALS MEAN SCORES (VALUES) 
FOR EACH SUPERVISORY ACTIVITY 
Superintendents 
Frequency of Reference With Job 
in Principals' Job Descriptions 
Supervisory Descriptions for Principals 
Activity Raw Score Percent Rank t~ean Score Rank 
(Value) 
Classroom 
Visitation 5 19 6 4.454 2 
Principal-Teacher 
Conferences 6 23 5 4.545 1 
Faculty 
Meetings 12 46 3 2.636 6 
Teacher 
Evaluation 24 92 1 4.375 3 
Teacher 
In-Service 15 58 2 3.590 5 
Curriculum 
Development 10 38 4 4.047 4 
for principals. Teacher evaluation was the most frequently mentioned 
supervisory activity in principals' job descriptions; teacher evalua-
tion was mentioned in ninety-two percent of the job descriptions. 
Superintendents with job descriptions for principals gave teacher 
evaluation a mean value of 4.375. Teacher in-service was specifically 
mentioned in fifty-eight percent of the job descriptions. The mean 
value given to teacher in-service by superintendents with job descrip-
tions for principals was 3.590. Curriculum development was specifi-
cally mentioned in thirty-eight percent of principals' job descriptions. 
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The mean value given to curriculum development by principals with 
job descriptions was 4.047. 
The lack of correspondence between the value superintendents 
gave to supervisory activities and the frequency to which it was re-
ferred in job descriptions pointed out the inconsistency with which 
the elementary principal must deal. Most job descriptions did not 
specifically mention classroom visitation, principal-teacher con-
ferences or curriculum development, yet superintendents valued these 
activities of major importance. 
If the lack of specificity in principals• job descriptions is 
not clarified through other forms of communication between the super-
intendent and principal, then the principal will not know on which of 
the six supervisory responsibilities the superintendent wishes him 
(the principal) to focus and therefore the principal may be viewed 
(and evaluated) by the superintendent as inefficient and/or ineffec-
tive in performing supervisory tasks. 
If job descriptions were non-existent or lacked specificity in 
a district or if principals were unaware of the specifications noted 
in their job descriptions (as interviews suggested) or if superinten-
dents were reluctant to be specific in their valuing of supervisory 
activities, then principals were left to their own discretion to 
perform the kinds of supervisory practices (at the appropriate fre-
quency) for which they would be held accountable and on which they 
would be evaluated. 
Although there was agreement in value given to four out of 
six supervisory practices between superintendents with and without 
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a job description for principals, there would be no way for a princi-
pal to determine if his superintendent highly valued one or more of 
the activities unless that principal had been informed either through 
a job description, conference with the superintendent, or in-service 
provided by the superintendent. 
Because of the general terms used in developing job descrip-
tions, (for example, 11 provides leadership and supervision in the 
school's educational program") and because of the reluctance of 
superintendents to provide in-service for principals on supel~visory 
skills, principals approach their supervisory tasks relying on their 
(principals') educational background and limited teaching expertise 
to provide needed direction. Therefore, the significant difference 
found between the scores of superintendents with and without job 
descriptions for principals is particularly crucial to those prin-
cipals who will be held accountable for performance of the super-
visory tasks in question. Even where no significant difference 
exists, superintendents are obligated to discuss with principals 
the performance level of supervisory activities for which the super-
intendent will hold the principal accountable. 
In most districts principals were at least partially evaluated 
by their superintendents on their performance of supervisory activities 
and this evaluation determined the amount (if any) of salary increment 
for the following year. 
The fact that superintendents do not agree on the value of each 
supervisory activity is important to the individual principal, who in 
pedorrning his supervisory tasks will be evaluated by his superinten-
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dent•s value system which may or may not be consistent with his own. 
Therefore, it is possible that principals, not knowing how highly 
superintendents value a supervisory activity, will run the risk of 
inadvertantly causing their evaluations and thereby a salary incre-
ment to be lower than anticipated. 
Responses of Principals With Job Descriptions 
Compared to Responses of Superintendents 
With Job Descriptions for Principals 
The responses of ninety-six principals with job descriptions 
were compared to the twenty-two responses of superintendents with job 
descriptions for principals. 
Classroom Visitation 
Item P-la for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on classroom visitation as a supervisory activity to 
improve instruction? A parallel question for superintendents was item 
S-la: How much importance do you, as superintendent, place on class-
room visitation as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
Applying a z test for significant difference at the .05 level, there 
was a significant difference (z = 2.089; p<:.05). The mean score of 
superintendents with job descriptions for principals on classroom 
visitation as a supervisory activity was 4.454; the mean score of 
principals with job descriptions on classroom visitation as a super-
visory activity was 4.094. 
Principals with job descriptions were asked in P-lb: What 
percent af your school time is spent on classroom visitations to 
improve instruction? Superintendents with job descriptions for 
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principals were asked a parallel question S-lb: What percent of an ele-
mentary principal's school time do you expect to be spent in classroom 
visitation for the purpose of instructional improvement? Seventy per-
cent of the principals with job descriptions reported they spent an 
average of ten percent of their school time on classroom visitation. 
Seventy-five percent of the superintendents with job descriptions for 
principals reported they expected principals to spend an average of 
twenty percent of their school time on classroom visitation. 
Principal-Teacher Conferences 
Item P-2a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on principal-teacher conferences as a supervisory 
activity to improve instruction? A parallel question for superinten-
dents was item S-2a: How much importance do you, as superintendent, 
place on principal-teacher conferences as a supervisory activity to 
improve instruction? Applying a z test for significant difference 
at the .05 level, there was not a significant difference (z = .3922; 
p>.OS). The mean score of superintendents with job descriptions for 
principals on principal-teacher conferences as a supervisory activity 
was 4.545; the mean score of principals with job descriptions on 
principal-teacher conferences as a supervisory activity was 4.489. 
Principals with job descriptions were asked in P-2b: What 
percent of your school time is spent on principal-teacher conferences 
for the purpose of instructional improvement? Superintendents with 
job descriptions for principals were asked a parallel question S-2b: 
~1hat percent of an elementary principal's school time do you expect 
to be spent on principal-teacher conferences for the purpose of 
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instructional improvement? Seventy-eight pel~cent of the principals 
with job descriptions reported they spent an average of ten percent of 
their school time on principal-teacher conferences. Eighty percent of 
the superintendents with job descriptions for principals reported they 
expected principals to spend an average of five percent of their school 
time on principal-teacher conferences. 
Faculty r~eetings 
Item P-3a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on general faculty meetings as a supervisory activity 
to improve instruction? A parallel question for superintendents was 
item S-3a: How much importance do you, as superintendent, place on 
general faculty meetings as a supervisory activity to improve instruc-
tion? Applying a z test for significant difference at the .05 level, 
there was not a significant difference (z = .3197; p~.05). The mean 
score of superintendents with job descriptions for principals on fac-
ulty meetings as a supervisory activity was 2.636; the mean score for 
principals with job descriptions on faculty meetings as a supervisory 
activity was 2.697. The mean score given to faculty meetings by 
superintendents and principals (with job descriptions for principals) 
was the lowest given to any of the six supervisory activities. 
Principals with job descriptions were asked in P-3b: What 
percentage of your general faculty meetings are used for the purpose 
of instructional improvement? Superintendents with job descriptions 
for principals were asked a parallel question S-3b: What percentage 
of an elementary principal's time do you expect to be spent on faculty 
meetings for the purpose of instructional improvement? Fifty-three 
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percent of the principals with job descriptions reported they spent an 
average of five percent of their time on faculty meetings. Ninety-five 
percent of the superintendents with job descriptions for principals 
reported they expected principals to spend an average of five percent 
of their school time on faculty meetings to improve instruction. 
Teacher Evaluation 
Item P-4a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on evaluation of teachers as a supervisory activity 
to improve instruction? A parallel question for superintendents was 
item S-4a: How much importance do you, as superintendent, place on 
evaluation of teachers as a supervisory activity to improve instruc-
tion? Applying a z test for significant difference at the .05 level 
a significant difference was found (z = 2.4910; p~.05). The mean 
score of superintendents with job descriptions for principals on 
teacher evaluation as a supervisory activity was 4.409; the mean 
score for principals with job descriptions on teacher evaluation 
as a supervisory activity was 4.062. 
Principals with job descriptions were asked in P-4b: What 
percent of your school time is spent on teacher evaluations for the 
purpose of instructional improvement? Superintendents with job 
descriptions for principals were asked a parallel question S-2b: 
What percent of an elementary principal's school time do you expect 
to be spent on teacher evaluations for the purpose of instructional 
improvement? Eighty-six percent of the principals with job descrip-
tions reported they spent an average of ten percent of their school 
time on teacher evaluation. Eight percent of the superintendents 
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with job descriptions for principals reported they expected principals 
to spend an average of ten percent of their school time on teacher 
evaluation. 
Teacher In-Service 
Item P-5a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on teacher in-service as a supervisory activity to 
improve instruction? A parallel question for superintendents was item 
S-5a: How much importance do you, as superintendent, place on teacher 
in-service as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? Applying 
a z test for significant difference at the .05 level there was not a 
significant difference (z = .6909; p~.05). The mean score of super-
intendents with job descriptions for principals on teacher in-service 
as a supervisory activity was 3.590; the mean score of principals with 
job descriptions on teacher in-service as a supervisory activity was 
3.729. 
Principals with job descriptions for principals were asked in 
P-5b: What percent of your school time is spent in teacher in-service 
(outside of general faculty meetings)? Superintendents with job de-
scriptions for principals were asked a parallel question S-5b: What 
percent of an elementary principal •s school time do you expect to be 
spent on teacher in-service (outside of general faculty meetings)? 
Eighty-four percent of the principals with job descriptions reported 
they spent an average of five percent of their school time on teacher 
in-service. One hundred percent of the superintendents with job de-
scriptions for principals reported they expected principals to spend 
an average of five percent of their school time on teacher in-service. 
162 
Curriculum Development 
Item P-6a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on facu1ty involvement in curriculum development as a 
supervisory activity to improve instruction? A parallel question for 
superintendents was item S-6a: How much importance do you, as super-
intendent, place on faculty involvement in curriculum development as 
a supervisory activity to improve instruction? Applying a z test for 
significant difference at the .05 level there was no significant dif-
ference (z = .2454; p~.05). The mean score for superintendents with 
job descriptions for principals on curriculum development as a super-
visory activity was 4.047; the mean score for principals with job 
descriptions on curriculum development as a supervisory activity 
was 4.106. 
Principals with job descriptions were asked in P-6b: What per-
cent of your school time is spent on curriculum development? Superin-
tendents with job descriptions for principals were asked a parallel 
question S-6b: Vihat percent of an elementary principal 1 S school time 
do you expect to be spent on curriculum development? Eighty-eight per-
cent of the principals with job descriptions reported they spent an 
average of ten percent of their school time on curriculum development. 
Eighty-six percent of the superintendents with job descriptions re-
ported they expected principals to spend an average of ten percent 
of their school time on curriculum development. 
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Analysis of Data Comparing Respons~~of 
Principals With Job Descriptions to 
Responses of Superint~ndents With Job 
Descriptions for Principals 
The data from the questionnaires of principals with job descrip-
tions and superintendents with job descriptions for principals revealed 
a significant difference in responses on valuing two of the six super-
visory activities. Superintendents with job descriptions for princi-
pals gave a significantly higher value than principals with job descrip-
tions to classroom visitation and teacher evaluation. 
Many principals and superintendents during interviews discussed 
that they viewed classroom visitation as a component of teacher evalua-
tion. The mean scores of principals on classroom visitation (4.094) 
and teacher evaluation (4.062) were similar as were the mean scores of 
the superintendents on classroom visitation (4.454) and teacher evalua-
tion (4.409). 
The significant difference between the value superintendents 
and principals with job descriptions gave to classroom visitation and 
teacher evaluation indicated a lack of communication to the principals 
of the value given to these supervisory activities by the superinten-
dents. Classroom visitation and teacher evaluation are two pivotal 
supervisory activities which every elementary principal should per-
form. The lack of agreement on the value the principal and superin-
tendent give to the same supervisory activity leaves the principal 
accountable for performance of an activity which his superior (super-
intendent) rates more highly than himself (principal). Conflicts and 
lower principal ratings could result from this lack of agreement be-
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tween principals' and superintendents' valuations of classroom visita-
tion and teacher evaluation. 
If an activity is highly valued it will be performed (or ex-
pected to be performed) more often. Seventy percent of the principals 
with job descriptions reported they visited classrooms ten percent of 
their school time. Seventy-five percent of the superintendents with 
job descriptions for principals expected principals to spend twenty 
percent (or fifty percent more time) of their time visiting class-
rooms. A similar discrepancy in amount of time spent was observed in 
teacher evaluation. Eighty-six percent of the principals with job 
descriptions reported they spent ten percent of their school time on 
teacher evaluation. Eighty percent of the superintendents with job 
descriptions for principals reported they expected principals to 
spend fifteen percent of their time on teacher evaluation. 
If superintendents expect a higher frequency of performance of 
supervisory activities by principals than principals are currently exe-
cuting, then superintendents seem obligated to inform principals of 
their (superintendents') expectations of principals' performance. 
Communication of superintendents' expectations is almost as crucial 
in districts with job descriptions for principals as those without 
because of the lack of specificity found in the majority of avail-
able job descriptions. 
In addition, if principals are performing supervisory activi-
ties without knowledge and/or consideration of the superintendents' 
value for this activity, it follows that principals will be held 
accountab 1 e for· a 1 evel of performance \'/hi ch they ( princi pa 1 s) are 
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not aware. Any difference between superintendents' and principals' 
values of the importance or frequency of use (or expected use) of 
supervisory activities deserves note, but a significant difference 
is crucial because principals' effectiveness will be evaluated on 
the performance of these activities by the superintendent. 
It is interesting to note that although superintendents with 
job descriptions ranked classroom visitation as the most important 
supervisory activity, principals with job descriptions ranked it 
second in importance. The value given to classroom visitation by 
the principal can affect his performance in all other supervisory 
areas. Principals often use a principal-teacher conference before 
and/or after visitation, evaluations often result from classroom 
visitation; faculty meetings, in-service activities, and curriculum 
development are often influenced by the needs of the teachers observed 
by the principal during a classroom visitation. If a principal does 
not value classroom visitation highly and thereby performs it less 
frequently than is expected of him, it follows that the five other 
supervisory activities will be negatively affected also. 
Demographics and classification were analyzed to determine if 
other variables influenced responses. No relationship was observed in 
years of experience as a teacher, years of experience as an elementary 
school principal and number of teachers supervised by principals. 
Year of graduation of superintendents was plotted with no 
results. Year of gradu~tion for principals revealed that the later 
a principal received his degree the more likely he was to place a 
higher value on classroom visitation and teacher evaluation. 
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Principals who had their degrees conferred after 1970 gave a notice-
ably higher value to classroom visitation and teacher evaluation. 
One explanation might be that the literature in the seventies focused 
on clinical supervision and its supervisory components of conference, 
visitation, and analysis. 
If principals who graduated after 1970 value supervisory acti-
vities to a greater degree than principals who graduated before 1970, 
and if superintendents wish to increase principals• valuation and 
awareness of supervisory techniques and strategies, then there is a 
need for superintendents to provide in-service on supervisory activi-
ties to the earlier graduates. 
Interviews of superintendents and principals revealed a reluc-
tance on the part of superintendents to address themselves to specific 
supervisory activities. In addition, most superintendents did not have 
a support staff which could readily supply this in-service. Therefore, 
the disparity between the value given to supervisory activities by the 
superintendent and principal was not remediated due at least in part 
to lack of expertise of the superintendent. 
Principals• job descriptions, although potentially able to spe-
cifically state principals• supervisory tasks, contained on the whole, 
general statements alluding to principals• supervisory performance. 
If principals were not recently trained at the university or if they 
did not have a specific job description, little additional communica-
tion was afforded principals by superintendents to increase the prin-
cipals• awarenPss of supervisory techniques which the superintendent 
valued. 
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A discrepancy between the value given by superintendents and 
principals to supervisory activities combined with a lack of communica-
tion of expectations by the superintendents and lack of expertise by 
superintendents in providing for principals' in-service could eventu-
ally result in principals suffering low evaluations and loss of employ-
ment. 
Responses of Principals Without Job Descriptions 
Compared to Responses of Superintendents 
Without Job Descriptions for 
Principals 
The questionnaire responses of eight principals without job 
descriptions were compared to the four responses of superintendents 
without job descriptions for principals. 
Classroom Visitation 
Item P-1a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on classroom visitation as a supervisory activity to 
improve instruction? A parallel question for superintendents was item 
S-1a: How much importance do you, as superintendent, place on class-
room visitation as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
Applying a t test for significant difference at the .05 level there 
was not a significant difference (t = 0; df = 10; p>.05). The mean 
score of superintendents without job descriptions for principals on 
classroom visitation as a supervfsory activity was 4.25; the mean 
score of principals without job descriptions on classroom visitation 
as a supervisory activity was 4.25. 
Principals without job descriptions were asked in P-lb: What 
percent of your school time is spent on classroom visitations to 
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improve instruction? Superintendents without job descriptions for 
principals were asked a parallel question S-lb: What percent of an 
elementary principal •s school time do you expect to be spent in class-
room visitation for the purpose of instructional improvement? Seventy-
four percent of the principals without job descriptions reported they 
spent an average of ten percent of their school time on classroom 
visitation. Seventy-six percent of the superintendents without job 
descriptions for principals reported they spent an average of ten 
percent of their school time on classroom visitation. 
Principal-Teacher Conferences 
Item P-2a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on principal-teacher conferences as a supervisory 
activity to improve instruction? A parallel question for superinten-
dents was item S-2a: How much importance do you, as superintendent, 
place on principal-teacher conferences as a supervisory activity to 
improve instruction? Applying a t test for significant difference 
at the .05 level there was a significant difference (t = 3.415; 
df = 7; p<:.05). The mean score of superintendents without job 
descriptions for principals on principal-teacher conferences as a 
supervisory activity was 4.0; the mean score of principals without 
job descriptions on principal-teacher conferences as a supervisory 
activity was 4.625. 
Principals without job descriptions were asked in P-2b: What 
percent of your school time is spent on principal-teacher conferences 
for the purpose of instructional improvement? Superintendents without 
job descriptions for principals were asked a parallel question S-2b: 
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What percent of an elementary principal's school time do you expect to 
be spent on principal-teacher conferences for the purpose of instruc-
tional improvement? Sixty-eight percent of the principals without job 
descriptions reported they spent an average of fifteen percent of their 
school time on principal-teacher conferences. Sixty-one percent of the 
superintendents without job descriptions for principals reported they 
expected principals to spend an average of five percent of their school 
time on principal-teacher conferences. 
Faculty Meetings 
Item P-3a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on general faculty meetings as a supervisory activity 
to improve instruction? A parallel question for superintendents was 
item S-3a: How much importance do you, as superintendent, place on 
genet·al faculty meetings as a supervisory act·ivity to improve instruc-
tion? Applying a t test for significant difference at the .05 level 
there was not a significant difference (t = .762; df = 10; p:>.05). 
The mean score of superintendents without job descriptions for princi-
pals on faculty meetings as a supervisory activity was 2.75; the mean 
score of principals without job descriptions on faculty meetings was 
3.0. 
Principals without job descriptions were asked in P-3b: What 
percentage of your general faculty meetings are used for the purpose 
of instructional improvement? Superintendents without job descrip-
tions for principals were asked a parallel question S-3b: What per-
centage of an elementary principal's time do you expect to be spent 
on faculty meetings for the purpose of instructional improvement? 
170 
Fifty-one percent of the principals without job descriptions reported 
they spent an average of five percent of their time on faculty meetings. 
Ninety-seven percent of the superintendents without job descriptions for 
principals reported they expected principals to spend an average of five 
percent of their school time on faculty meetings to improve instruction. 
Teacher Evaluation 
Item P-4a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on evaluation of teachers as a supervisory activity 
to improve instruction? A parallel question for superintendents was 
item S-4a: How much importance do you, as superintendent, place on 
evaluation of teachers as a supervisory activity to improve instruc-
tion? Applying a t test for significant difference at the .05 level 
there was not a significant difference (t = 2.049; df = 7; p>.05). 
The mean score of superintendents without job descriptions for prin-
cipals on teacher evaluation as a supervisory activity was 4.0; the 
mean score of principals without job descriptions on teacher evalua-
tion was 4.375. 
Principals without job descriptions were asked in P-4b: What 
percent of your school time is spent on teacher evaluations for the 
purpose of instructional improvement? Superintendents without job 
descriptions for principals were asked a parallel question S-2b: What 
percent of an elementary principal's school time do you expect to be 
spent on teacher evaluations for the purpose of instructional improve·· 
ment? Eighty-four percent of the principals without job descriptions 
reported they spent an average of ten percent of their school time on 
teacher evaltJation. Seventy-six percent of the superintendents without 
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job descriptions for principals reported they expected principals to 
spend an average of ten percent of their school time on teacher evalua-
tion. 
Teacher In-Service 
Item P-5a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place in teacher in-service as a supervisory activity to 
improve instruction? A parallel question for superintendents was item 
S-5a: How much importance do you, as superintendent, place on teacher 
in-service as a supervisory activity to impr·ove instruction? Applying 
a t test for significant difference at the .05 level there was a sig-
nif·icant difference (t = 2.506; df'" 10; p<.05). The mean score of 
superintendents without job descriptions for principals on teacher 
in-service as a supervisory activity was 2.75; the mean score of 
principals without job descriptions on teacher in-service was 3.75. 
Principals without job descriptions for principals were asked 
in P-5b: What percent of your school time is spent in teacher in-
service (outside of gener·a 1 faculty meetings)? Supedntendents with .. 
out job descriptions for principal:. were asked a parallel question 
S-5b: ~lhat percent of an elementary pr-incipal's school time do you 
expect to be spent on teache~· in-service (outside of general faculty 
meetings)? Eighty percent of the principals without job descriptions 
reported they spent an average of five percent of their school time 
on teacher in-service. One hundred percent of the superintendents 
without job descriptions for principals repm~ted they expected prin·-
cipals to spend an average of five percent of their school time on 
teacher in-service. 
172 
Curriculum Development 
-------
Item P-6a for principals was: How much importance do you, as 
principal, place on faculty involvement in curriculum development as a 
supervisory activity to improve instruction? A parallel question for 
superinteildents was item S-6a: How much importance do you. as super-
intendent, place on faculty involvement in curriculum development as 
a supervisory activity to improve instruction? Applying a t test for 
significant difference at the .05 level there was not a significant 
difference (t = 1.628; df = 10; p)>.05). The mean score of superin-
tendents without job descriptions for principals on curriculum devel-
opment as a supervisory activity was 3.75; the mean score of princi-
pals without job descriptions on curriculum development was 4.375. 
Principals without job descriptions were asked in P-6b: What 
percent of your school time is spent on curriculum development? Super-
intendents without job descriptions for principals were asked a parallel 
question S-6b: What percent of an elementary principal •s school time do 
you expect to be spent on curriculum development? Eighty-four percent 
of the principals without job descriptions reported they spent ten per-
cent of their school time on curriculum development. Eighty-two percent 
of the superintendents without job descriptions for principals reported 
they expected principals to spend an average of ten percent of their 
school time on curriculum development. 
•. 
Analysis of Data Comparing 
"ReSPQnses of Pri nc i pa 1 s t~i thout 
Job Descriptions to Responses 
of Superintendents Without Job 
~escriptions for Principals 
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The data from questionnaires of principals without job descrip-
tions and superintendents without job descriptions for principals indi-
cated that superintendents valued two of the supervisory activities, 
principal-teacher conferences and teacher in-service, significantly 
lower than did principals without job descriptions. 
Without a job description, a principal •s performance of super-
visory tasks is more dependent on communication from the superintendent 
in order to set supervisory standards for performance of these activi-
ties. It is evident from the disparity between superintendents• and 
principals• valuation of principal-teacher conferences and teacher in-
service found in the data, that superintendents without job descriptions 
for their principals are not communicating to the principals the value 
they (superintendents) attribute to these supervisory activities or the 
expected frequency of performance. Without specific information from 
job descriptions or from the superintendents during principals• in-
service, the principals are left to infer the priorities of the super-
intendent. 
Demographic and classification data were examined; specifically, 
years of experience as a teacher, years of experience as a superinten-
dent and number of teachers supervised by principals were not found to 
be variables influencing responses. 
Because principals without job descriptions in the sample placed 
a significantly higher value on principal-teacher conferences and teacher 
174 
in-service than superintendents without job descriptions for principals, 
it follows that principals without job descriptions would spend more 
time on activities which their superintendents did not value as they 
(principals) did. Principals were asked in P-2b: What percent of your 
school time is spent on principal-teacher conferences for the purpose 
of instructional improvement? Superintendents were asked a parallel 
question S-2b: What percent of an elementary principal •s school time 
do you expect to be spent on principal-teacher conferences for the 
purpose of instructional improvement? Sixty-eight percent of the 
principals said they spent fifteen percent of their time on principal·· 
teacher conferences; sixty-one percent of the superintendents said they 
expected principals to spend ten percent of their time on this activity. 
A disparity was also noted when asking principals and superintendents 
about time spent in teacher in-service. Eighty percent of the princi-
pals said they spent five percent of their school time on teacher in-
service; one hundred percent of the superintendents said they expected 
principals to spend five percent of their time on this activity. 
The fact that principals without job descriptions place a 
greater value and spend more school time on supervisory activities than 
superintendents without job descriptions for principals expect may indi-
cate that principals view the superintendent as having similar priori-
ties, or that since there \<Jere no supervisory guidelines established 
(written m· verbal) the principals established their own priorities 
based on local need. Since the supervisory function of the principal 
is intrinsically tied into improvement of instruction, student achieve-
ment, teacher accountability, and administrative accountability, the 
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principals rely on superintendents to disseminate specific information 
concerning the performance of supervisory activities. 
Without supervisory guidelines from the superintendents, super-
vision by crisis can result. In interviews many principals reported no 
communication with superintendents on supervisory activities, until a 
crisis arose. If a parent or teacher brought a problem situation to 
the superintendent's attention, the principal would receive a phone 
call which would explain the superintendent's position in the matter. 
When a principal does not know the priorities of the superin-
tendent while performing supervisory duties, but learns of them in a 
crisis situation after a decision is made, it leaves the principal in 
the vulnerable position of being responsible for performance of super-
visory activities, being accountable to and evaluated by the superin-
tendent, yet not knowing the criteria by which his performance will 
be measured. 
Questionnaire and Interview Responses of Eight 
Principals and Four Superintendents With Job 
Descriptions for Principals and Seven 
Principals and Four Superintendents 
Without Job Descriptions for 
Principals in DuPage 
County, Illinois 
Of the twenty-six responding superintendents and one hundred 
four responding principals, a group of eight superintendents and fif-
teen principals (two for each superintendent, where possible) was ran-
domly chosen for in-depth, follm-1-up interviews. Since only four super-
intendents in DuPage County responded that job descriptions were not 
available for their districts, all four superintendents were included. 
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A random selection of two principals from each district without job 
descriptions provided seven principals (one superintendent had only 
one principal). In districts with only two principals, both were 
included. 
Questionnaire and Interview Responses of Seven 
Principals and Four Superintendents 
in Districts Without 
Job Descriptions 
for Principals 
Follow-up interviews were held with four superintendents and 
seven principals in districts without job descriptions for principals. 
The superintendents were referred to by letters A, 8, C, and D. The 
two principals reporting to superintendent A were referred to as A-1 
and A-2, the two principals reporting to superintendent B were referred 
to as B-1 and B-2, and so forth. The purpose of the intervie\~s was to 
probe for reasons for questionnaire responses focusing on similarities, 
dissimilarities, problems, strengths, weaknesses, and trends. 
District A 
District A included five schools (five principals), 140 teachers 
and 2500 students. Principal A-1 administered a junior high school which 
had forty-two teachers and 753 students. Principal A-2 administered a 
kindergarten through fifth grade school with twenty-four teachers and 
491 students. 
Superintendent A had six years experience as a classroom teacher 
(grades seven a~d eight) and two years of experience as an elementary 
principal prior to becoming superintendent. Superintendent A's fifteen 
years of experience as a superintendent were confined to his current 
177 
district. Superintendent A received a doctorate in educational adminis-
tration in 1973. 
Principal A-1 had four years of experience as a classroom teacher 
(grades six through ten) and five years of experience as an elementary 
principal. All five years of experience as an elementary principal 
were at his current school. Principal A-1 received a masters in 
educational administration in 1971. 
Principal A-2 had six years of experience as a teacher (grades 
seven and eight). This year was Principal A-2's first year as a prin-
cipal. He had no past administrative experience. Principal A-2 re-
ceived a masters in educational administration in 1975. 
Table 19 indicates there was minimal agreement between the val-
uation, ranking, and frequency of time spent (or expected to be spent) 
in the six supervisory activities, by superintendent A and principals 
A-1 and A-2. 
Principal A-1 consistently rated the supervisory activities as 
important or more important than the superintendent. Only on two of 
the supervisory activities, teacher in-service and curriculum develop-
ment, did principal A-1 accurately estimate his superintendent's opin-
ion of importance. In the interview, principal A-1 expressed a self-
confidence in his supervisory role in the district. Principal A-1 
stated he began as a science teacher in the district, was promoted to 
assistant principal~ then principal. Since all principal A-1's exper-
iences were under superintendent A, they (past experiences) provided 
principal A-1 with a broad base of information with which to handle 
supervisory tasks. 
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TABLE 19 
VALUATION AND FREQUENCY OF TH1E SPENT OR EXPECTED TO BE SPENT 
ON SIX SUPERVISORY ACTIVITIES BY SUPERINTENDENT A AND 
PRINCIPAL A-1 AND PRINCIPAL A-2 
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A = Superintendent in DuPage County, Illinois, without a job description for principals 
A-1 and A-2 = Principals in DuPage County, Illinois, without job descriptions 
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Principal A-2 consistently rated all six supervisory activities 
of major importance (number four). Only in two supervisory activities, 
principal-teacher conferences and curriculum development, did principal 
A-2 accurately estimate his superintendent's ratings. In the inter-
view, principal A-2 reported that, this being his first year as prin-
cipal, he found the supervisory tasks time consuming and difficult. 
Principal A-2 received little information regarding supervisory 
strategies directly from the superintendent; most of this information 
came from fellow principals in the district. If new administrators in 
a district are not provided with in-service training to familiarize 
them with the goals of the district and the acceptable means of 
achieving the goals, then principals will be forced to interact on 
an informal basis with their peers, with no assurance of receiving 
accurate information. This lack of information would be likely to 
have a negative impact on the principal's job performance. 
It was interesting to note that superintendent A rate curric-
ulum development as the most important supervisory activity; v1hereas 
principal A-1 ranked it fourth and principal A-2 ranked it second. 
The disparity in ranking given to curriculum development by the 
superintendent in comparison to the ranking given by principal A-1 
(who had been principal in the district for five years) shows that 
the superintendent had not clearly indicated his priorities to this 
principal. It also pointed out a principal's vulnerability if he 
(principal) operates under the presumption that the superintendent 
values the supervisory activity in a manner similar to himself (prin-
cipal). Any disparity in rankings, for example, the small disparity 
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between superintende~t A's and principal A-2's ranking of curriculum 
development, can cause conflict resulting in a possible low evaluation 
of the principal by the superintendent. 
Superintendent A expected his principals to spend approximately 
forty-six percent of their school time on supervisory activities. Both 
principa1 A-1 and principal A-2 stated they spent seventy percent of 
their time on the six supervisory activities. The percentages were 
approximations but they revealed that superintendent A was inconsistent 
in viewing curriculum development as most important, while expecting 
principals to spend only three percent of their (principals') tim in 
this activity. Principal A-1 was equally inconsistent when he reported 
that teacher evaluation was most important, yet he spent only five per-
cent of his time on this activity. Pr-incipal A-2's reporting of time 
spent on each activity showed a greater consistency with the value he 
had given each activity. The lack of consistency in reporting time 
spent and value of supervisory activities pr·obably resulted from the 
principals and superintendent reporting values for some activities 
which they thought would be acceptable to the researcher. 
The interview with superintendent A revealed that the superin-
tendent expected eight to ten classroom visitations per year of non-
tenured teachers and four or five of tenured teachers by his princi-
pals. Superintendent A expected the principal to spend thirty minutes 
in a classroom visitation. Superintendent A also expected visits to 
be announced. 
The district policy stated two visits, for a full period, were 
to be made to non-tenured teachers for the purpose of evaluation; one 
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visit, for a full period, was to be made to tenured teachers for the 
purpose of evaluation. Principal A-1 and principal A-2 were aware and 
complied with district policy in regard to visitations and conferences 
for evaluation. If, in district A, principals' responsibilities in all 
supervisory areas were as well known as they were in teacher evaluation, 
then principals could establish goals and measure their supervisory 
performance against known district criteria. 
District A had a teacher evaluation form which was to be com-
pleted by the principal after a formal visitation (for the purpose of 
evaluation). The evaluation form was developed by teachers and approved 
by administrators. The principal was to note, in narrative form, the 
strengths and weaknesses of the teacher in two areas: instruction and 
program management. After a formal visitation, principals conferred 
with teachers and reviewed results. A teacher's signature was required 
on the evaluation to denote that a conference had been held. 
A classroom observation form had not been developed on the dis-
trict or local level. The teacher evaluation form was very general and 
did not require the principal to specify in ~tJriting suggestions for im--
provement. Unless guidelines are available to teachers and principals 
as to what is to be observed in a classroom visitation, the principal 
can cause serious faculty morale problems by evaluating teachers on 
qualities of performance which are unknown or unacceptable to the 
faculty. 
Principal A-2 revealed in the interview that he felt very un-
comfortable in evaluating teachers and in providing teacher in-service. 
He stated that all his teaching experience (six years) was in grades 
182 
seven and eight. Now, as principal of a kindergarten through fifth 
grade school, he thought he lacked a knowledge of curriculum, child 
development, and discipline for younger children. Principal A-2 found 
it difficult to observe in a primary room and offer suggestions to the 
teacher for improving her teaching skills. If a neophyte principal is 
to succeed, he should be provided with specific in-service which dis-
cusses the priorities of the district concerning supervisory practices. 
If no district resource person is available to provide this in-service, 
a 11 buddy-system", could be considered wherein an experienced principal 
would be available to answer the new principal •s questions and "show 
him the ropes 11 • Without proper in-servicing of principals on crucial 
supervisory skills, the superintendent runs the risk of either having 
morale problems on faculty due to inappropriate action, or a lack of 
instructional improvement due to principal inaction, or perhaps both. 
Although superintendent A ranked curriculum development his 
first priority as a supervisory activity, the i nterv·i ew gave little 
evidence to support this valuation. The only involvement required of 
each principal in curriculum development was to attend a meeting four 
times a year to choose textbooks for the following school year. If a 
superintendent places a high value on a supervisory activity, he is 
obligated to make this known to his principals and to provide a frame-
work through which achievement of the priority can be attained. 
D·istt'ict B 
District B included three schools (two principals), fifty-six 
teachers and 1111 students. Principal B-1 administered a grade two 
thr·ough grade eight school which had thirty-two teachers and 650 
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students. Principal 8-2 administered two schools; one school had 280 
children and included kindergarten through grade one, the other build-
ing housed 185 children in grades one through four. A total of twenty-
five teachers were supervised by principal B-2 
Superintendent B had four years of experience as a classroom 
teacher (grade six) and four years of experience as an elementary 
school principal. Superintendent B had six years of experience as 
a superintendent, two of which were in his current district. Superin-
tendent B received a doctorate in educational administration in 1971. 
Principal B-1 had nine years of experience as a classroom 
teacher (grades four through eight) and four years of experience as 
a principal, three of which were at his current school. Principal B-1 
had a masters degree in educational administration conferred in 1971. 
Principal B-2 had seven years of experience as an elementary 
physical education teacher and six years of experience as an elementary 
school principal at his current school. Principal B-2 had a masters in 
educational administration conferred in 1969. 
Table 20 indicates that superintendent B did not view any of 
the six supervisory activities as critically important. All super-
visory activities were viewed as of major importance by superintendent 
B except for faculty meetings and teacher in-service which were of 
minor importance. Superintendent B ranked principal-teacher confer-
ences and classroom visitations as the most valued supervisory activi-
ties and faculty meetings and teacher in-service as the least valued 
supervisory activities. Superintendent s•s valuation of activities 
were consistent with his rankings. 
TABLE 20 
VALUATION AND FREQUENCY OF TIME SPENT OR EXPECTED TO BE SPENT 
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Principal-Teacher 
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B = Superintendent in DuPage County, Illinois, without a job description for principals 
B-1 and B-2 = Principals in DuPage County, Illinois, without job descriptions 
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Principal B-1 viewed all supervisory activities of major or 
critical importance. Although principal B-1 ranked classroom visita-
tions as first, or the most valued supervisory activity, he rated it 
of major, not critical importance. In addition, principal B-1 ranked 
curriculum development as the least valued supervisory activity and 
also said it was of critical importance. Principal B-1•s rankings of 
value were therefore not consistent with his ratings of importance. 
It is doubtful whether the questionnaire was responded to by principal 
B-1 in a thoughtful and/or truthful manner. 
In addition, principal 8-1 viewed superintendent B as valuing 
all six supervisory activities of critical importance. Principal B-1 
said in the interview that he really did not know how much importance 
superintendent B placed on the six supervisory activities. My inter-
view with principal B-1 provided more accurate information than an iso-
lated analysis of the questionnaire data could have afforded. It was 
clear that either the questionnaire had been completed in a hurried 
manner with little consideration for accurate reporting by principal 
B-1 or he was reporting information he thought the researcher wanted. 
Principal B-2 viewed three supervisory activities of critical 
importance: classroom visitation, teacher evaluation, and principal-
teacher conferences. All three activities were ranked by principal 
B-2 as the three most valued supervisory activities. Principal B-2 
was consistent in ranking these three activities according to rela-
tive value and importance. Some inconsistency was observed in rank-
ing curriculum development as the least valued supervisory activity, 
yet saying it was of major importance. In addition~ principal B-2 
r 
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ranked faculty meetings fourth in value (higher than curriculum develop-
ment) yet said it was of average importance. 
Superintendent B in the questionnaire expected his principals to 
spend seventy-nine percent of their schoo·l time on the six supervisory 
activities. Principal B-1 reported 160 percent and principal B-2, 115 
percent of school time was spent on the supervisory activities. Some 
of the confusion over time spent in each activity was clarified in the 
interviews with superintendent B and principal B-1 and B-2. Both prin-
cipals and superintendent saw a great deal of overlap between classroom 
visitation, principal-teacher conferences, and teacher evaluation as 
supervisory activities, therefore the percentage of time spent in each 
activity could not easily be separated. 
The interview revealed that superintendent B expected twenty 
percent of a principal's average school week to be spent in supervisory 
activities. Principal B-1 said he spent twenty-five percent of his time 
and principal B-2 said he spent thirty percent of his school time in 
supervisory activities. The interviews were able to provide clarifi-
cation on the issue of time spent (or expected to be spent) in super-
visory activities. 
Principal B-2 said his supervisory role was negatively affected 
by having two schools. In addition, he stated that his training to pre-
pare him to deal with the supervisory problems faced by an elementary 
school principal was very inadequate. Principal B-2 had no experience 
as a classroom teacher. His only experience was as a physical education 
teacher. It is likely that principal B-2 needed more support, more 
assistance, and more in-service training than other principals in 
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district B due to his lack of classroom experience. District B had one 
full time reading consultant who provided teacher in-service in B-2's 
school. If after hiring principals, they (principals) are not provided 
with training in supervisory skills (commensurate with their background 
and experience) the superintendent can expect a long period of adjust-
ment wherein the principal becomes more knowledgeable at the possible 
expense of faculty morale and student learning. 
The questionnaire data and interviews revealed that both princi-
pal B-1 and B-2, who operated without job descriptions, were unaware of 
their superintendent's expectations. Superintendent B allowed both 
principals the flexibility to operate without specifying required per-
formance outcomes. If the superintendent does not communicate his super-
visory expectations to his pdncipals then the principals will perform 
supervisory duties using their own (principals') valuation of the activ-
ities, their energy levels, their past experiences, and the ability of 
the teaching staffs as a guide. When a principal is forced to seek 
guidance and direction from anyone other than his superior, the chances 
of meeting the superior's unstated expectations are diminished. 
In the interview superintendent B indicated he was concerned 
about not having a job description for principals. He said a job 
description was available from the former superintendent but it was not 
functional. Superintendent B preferred a general job description over 
a specific one for principals, but he concluded an individualized job 
description would be the ideal. If superintendent B is sincere in his 
expressed preference for individualized job descriptions then certainly 
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it would not be difficult to achieve in a school district with only two 
principals. 
Although district B's policy requires two formal evaluations 
for non-tenured teachers and one formal evaluation for tenured teachers, 
superintendent B prefers his principals to visit non-tenured teachers 
about six times a year and tenured teachers about three times a year. 
Superintendent B had not communicated his classroom visitation expecta-
tions to his principals. Not knowing the superintendent's expectations, 
principals would tend to comply with written policy but be subject to 
evaluation based on the superintendent's expectations. 
Principal B-1 complied with district policy but he found it dif-
ficult to visit the classroom more often. In the interview he revealed 
that the faculty saw h·im as an "office person". This comment pointed 
out again the inconsistency of principal B-1's reporting on the quest·ion-
naire that he spent twenty-five percent of his time on classroom visita-
tions. In addition, principal B-1's inability to visit classrooms to 
his superintendent's expectations (whether known or unknown to princi-
pal B-1) could cause the superintendent to lower the principal's (B-l's) 
performance evaluation. 
District B's teacher evaluation form (checklist) covered four 
areas for tenured teachers: instructional ability, schoolroom atmos-
phere, class management, and personal qualities. The evaluation form 
(checklist) for non-tenured teachers covered six areas: personal quali-
ties, teacher-community relationships, classroom control and management, 
instructional and guidance skills, and professional qualities. Only 
the evaluation form for non-tenured teachers required the principal to 
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make comments and recommendations. Both evaluation forms required the 
principal's and teacher's signatures. The specificity of district B's 
teacher evaluation forms gives structure and purpose to a classroom 
visitation. If the principals and superintendent used the evaluation 
form as a tool to provide teacher in-service, then the process of eval-
uation could be a positive means of providing for staff development in 
district B. 
The questionnaire data indicated that teacher in-service was not 
a priority with superintendent B (who ranked it sixth) or either princi-
pal B-1 or B-2 (both ranked it fifth). Although it was clear from the 
literature that the purpose of visitations, conferences, and evaluations 
was to use the revealed areas of need to develop teacher in-service pro-
grams designed to improve instruction, very little staff development at 
the local school level took place in district B. If neither the super-
intendent nor the two principals of a district value teacher in-service 
as a means to improve instruction, then it could follow that teachers 
\'/ould be frustrated by the assumption that they (teachers) can improve 
their job performance through the isolated use of visitations, confer-
ences, and evaluations. Teacher frustration, when multiplied over time, 
presents the elementary principal with a personnel morale problem that 
is easier to prevent than to cure. 
District C 
District C included two schools. The superintendent served also 
as principal of a grade four through eight school with seventeen teachers 
and 230 students. The superintendent's office was also at the elementary 
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school he administered. The other school had kindergarten through grade 
three with eleven teachers and 196 students. 
Superintendent C had thirteen years of experience as a classroom 
teacher (grades six through eight) and thirteen years of experience as 
an elementary school principal. Superintendent Chad been superinten-
dent/principal in his current district for eleven years. Superinten-
dent C received a masters in educational administration in 1956. 
Principal C-1 had twelve years of experience as a classroom 
teacher (grades three through six), eleven years as an elementary school 
principal, three of which had been at her present school. Principal C-1 
had also been a superintendent for two years. Principal C-1 received a 
masters degree in educational administration in 1952. 
Table 21 indicates that both superintendent C and principal C-1 
agreed that the six supervisory activities were of average or major im-
portance. Superintendent C and principal C-1 agreed on the importance 
of all supervisory activities except curriculum development. Curriculum 
development was rated of major importance by superintendent C, whereas 
principal C-1 rated it of average importance. 
The rankings of value for the six supervisory activities were 
similar, though not identical for superintendent C and principal C-1. 
Both valued classroom visitation most highly. Although a tabulation of 
time indicated on the questionnaire that superintendent C expected and 
principal C-1 gave, one hundred percent of their school time to super-
visory activities, only principal C-1 maintained during the interview 
that she spent most of her day in supervisory activities. Superinten-
dent C stated in the interview he expected fifty percent of the 
TABLE 21 
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principal •s time to be spent supervising teachers. The superintendent 
explained that as the schools in the district become larger, he (super-
intendent) must acknowledge that proportionately more of the principal•s 
time will be necessarily spent in administrative tasks. The discrepancy 
between superintendent c•s and principal C-1•s time spent (or expected 
to be spent) on supervisory activities possibly resulted from superin-
tendent c•s looking forward to next years anticipated increase in stu-
dent population and the necessary limitations this would place on a 
principal•s time. 
Currently, principal C-1 has eight classroom teachers (kinder-
garten through grade three). The district policy had always been (and 
principa·i C-1 complied) that the principal \"Jas to spend one day in each 
teacher•s room for teacher evaluation. In September, 1978, thirteen 
additional rooms are scheduled to be opened in principal C-l•s school 
and the school is to become a kindergarten through fifth grade building. 
Since non-tenured teachers are visited twice a year and tenured teachers 
once a year, most of the principal •s working hours could be absorbed in 
classroom visitations and related activities unless a more realistic 
time allotment for visitations is established by superintendent C. 
Prior to this year, district C did not have a teachers• evalua-
tion form. Superintendent C developed a teachers• performance evaluation 
instrument independently, then introduced it to the teachers for their 
input. Principal C-1 was on her way to meet with superintendent C con-
cerning the use of the instrument the day of the interview. 
The similarity in values given to supervisory activities by 
superintendent C and principal C-1 was reflected in their similar 
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responses to interview questions. The superintendent stressed his excel-
lent rapport with principal C-1. Superintendent C met informally with 
principal C-1 regarding district policy, plans, and objectives. Super-
intendent C commented, "Principal C-1 seems to know what I find accept-
able.'' These same good feelings and open communication between princi-
pal and superintendent were noted in the interview with principal C-1. 
She spoke highly of superintendent C saying the lines of communication 
were open and that he communicated with her frequently. 
District C operated without a job description, yet superinten-
dent C and principal C-1 basically agreed on the importance of a princi-
pal's supervisory role and how the principal can facilitate instructional 
improvement. If in a small school district the superintendent interacts 
often (formally or informally) vJith principals regarding his supervisot'Y 
expectations, the need for a job description is minimized, but not 
obviated. 
It is interesting to note that both superintendent C and princi-
pal C-1 agreed that if a job description were developed for district C, 
they would like it to be specific in regard to the principal's super-
visory duties. Principal C-1 said,. "I would know in a specific job 
description absolutely what I had to do, then I could make up my own 
job description to fit." Superintendent C said because his relation-
ship with principal C-1 was excellent he would choose a specific over 
a general job description. 
The preference for a specific job description by superintendent 
C and principal C-1 might stem from the belief that it could be used as 
a criterion to evaluate a principal's work performance. Hith a specific 
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job description (as principal C-1 noted) a principal would know what 
duties must be performed; the job description might even specify when 
the supervisory duties need be performed. Principal evaluation could 
then be based on known criteria. 
Principals might add to their superv·isory duties after considera-
tion of the needs and abilities of their staffs but the essential frame-
work of the job description would remain as a basis of evaluation for 
all principals by superintendents. 
The interview with superintendent C took place in the gymnasium. 
Superintendent C was sLpervising a class due to the absence of the phy-
sical education instructor. In answering questions concerning his role 
as superintendent, superintendent C found it difficult to separate his 
role as superintendent from his role as principal. He would constantly 
refer to ho\~ he accomplished supervisory tasks. The addition of prin-
cipal's responsibilities to superintendent C's role as superintendent 
provided him with the unique opportunity to initiate policy as a super-
intendent and to implement policy as a principal. I believe the dual 
role (superintendent/principal) for superintendent C provided him with 
understanding and appreciation of principal C-l's performance of super-
visory tasks that he might otherwise not have had. 
The strong bonds of mutual personal respect between superinten-
dent C and principal C-1 enabled them to communicate as often as needed 
regarding supervisory activities. Principal C-1 had two years of exper-
ience as a superintendent and undoubtedly was empathetic with the work 
demands of superintendent C. Superintendent C, filling two positions, 
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superintendent as well as principal, had immediate on-the-job experience 
which helped him relate to principal C-1's role as a supervisor. 
District D 
District D included two schools (two principals), forty-two 
teachers and 710 students. Principal D-1 administered a grade four 
through eight school which had twenty-three teachers and 430 students. 
Principal D-2 administered a kindergarten through grade three school 
which had thirteen teachers and 280 students. 
Superintendent D had four years of classroom experience (grades 
one through eight) and eight years of experience as an elementary school 
principal. Superintendent D had two years of experience as a superin-
tendent, all of which were in the same district. Superintendent D 
received a doctorate in educational administration in 1971. 
Principal D-1 had ten years of experience as a classroom teacher 
(grades six through eight) and twelve years of experience as an elemen-
tary principal. Principal D-1 had been at his present school six years. 
In addition, principal D-1 had eight years of experience as an assistant 
superintendent and as a superintendent. Principal D-1 received a certi-
ficate of advanced study in 1972. 
Principal D-2 had ten years of experience as a classroom teacher 
(grades four through eight) and two years of experience as an elementary 
school principal, one of which was at his present school. Principal D-2 
received a masters degree in educational administration in 1971. 
Table 22 indicates that superintendent D viewed the six super-
visory activities of average or major importance. He viewed classroom 
visitation, teacher evaluation, and principal-teacher conferences of 
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D = Superintendent in DuPage County, Illinois, without a job description for principals 
D-1 and D-2 = Principals in DuPage County, Illinois, without job descriptions 
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major importance and ranked them in that order. Superintendent D's 
rankings of value were consistent with his ratings of importance. 
Principal D-1 agreed with superintendent D's ratings of impor-
tance on four out of six supervisory activities. Principal D-1 rated 
faculty meetings of minor importance while the superintendent rated 
them of average importance; principal D-1 rated curriculum development 
of major importance while the superintendent rated it of average impor-
tance. Principal D-1 ranked teacher evaluation, classroom visitations, 
and principal-teacher conferences, as the most valued supervisory acti-
vities in that order. There was agreement between superintendent D and 
principal D-1's ratings of importance and rankings of value which may 
be attributed to the experience principal D-1 (as a principal and former 
superintendent) brought to his position. 
Principal D-2 agreed with superintendent D's rating of impor-
tance on only one supervisory activity, teacher evaluation. In addition, 
none of his (principal D-2's) rankings of importance for the six super-
visory activities correlated with superintendent D's. Principal D-2 
was not aware of the superintendent's priorities and valuation in regard 
to supervisory activities. A possible reason for this lack of awareness 
was the fact that principal D-2 was completing his first year in district 
D and he had not been provided with in-service from the superintendent 
which would clarify and communicate superintendent D's expectations of 
principals' supervisory performance. 
Superintendent D and principals D-1 and D-2 found it difficult 
to state the percentages of time spent in each supervisory activity 
because they found the activities overlapping. During interviews, 
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superintendent D clarified the question~aire data by stating he expected 
twenty-five percent of a principal 1 5 time to be spent in supe1·visory acti-
vities. Both principal D-1 and D-2 said they spent about bJenty-f·ive per-
cent of their time.supervising, althouyh principal 0-1 viewed superinten-
dent D expecting fifty percent of a principal's time being spent providing 
supervision. The fact that principal D-1 though superintendent D expected 
more time·devoted to supervision indicated that he (principal 0-2) was 
not informed of his superintendent's expectations regarding principal 
time spent in supervisory activities. Principal D-l's use of time could 
be a source of possible conflict with superintendent D. 
Questionnaire and interview data revealed that the newer of the 
two principals (D-2) was uncomfortable in not knowing the superinten-
dent's expectations of principals' performance. Principal D-2's problem 
was compounded by the fact that he was hired as a principal/administra-
tive assistant in the district. Principal 0-2 could interact with prin-
cipal D-1 on procedural matters involving the principalship but only the 
superintendent was aware of his (superintendent's) expectations of prin-
cipal D-2 as an administrative assistant. 
Principal D-2's school was in the same building as superintendent 
D's office and prior to this year the superintendent was also principal 
of the school. Principal D-2 indicated that some faculty members re-
sented the district spending money for an additional administrator's 
salary. Besides his duties as principa1, Principal D-2 had been given 
other administrative chores including the development of two district 
handbooks. Principal 0-2 found a great deal of his time was spent on 
the administrative activities associated with the district office rather 
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than as principal of the school. Furthermore, since all principal D-2's 
exper·iences had been with children in grades four through eight, he did 
not feel adequately prepared to administer and supervise a kindergarten 
through grade three building. 
If superintendents choose to hire administrators inexperienced 
in the areas or levels they will be expected to supervise, there would 
seem to be an obligation on the superintendent's part to provide suit-
able information and in-service to the principals which could increase 
their (principals') chances of successful performance of supervisory 
duties. 
Principal D-2 noted that since the former superintendent was 
released by the board of education two years ago, there had been an 
increased emphasis on a structured curriculum in the district. The 
former superintendent had administered the district for twelve years 
and had advocated open classroom settings, multi-age groupings, flex-
ible scheduling, and child-initiated learning. The former superinten-
dent had also discontinued standardized testing. After the dismissal 
of the former superintendent, the board of education developed a more 
traditional curriculum to meet the community's demand for structure. 
Because information concerning the change in district o•s approach to 
learning and curriculum structure was well known, both principal 0-1 
and principal 0-2 probably rated curriculum development of major and 
critical importance, respectively. Possibly superintendent 0 viewed 
curriculum development of only average importance today because of the 
changes in curriculum which were effected in the two years of his super-
intendency. 
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Superintendent D communicated vlith his principals by holding 
administrative team meetings twice a month. Superintendent D also 
developed a modified Management by Objectives Plan in the district 
which was used for pri~cipal evaluations. Since district D's princi-
pals receive merit pay, the results of the r~anagement by Objectives 
Plan also influenced their salaries. 
The t·1anagernent by Objectives Plan required each principal in dis-
trict D to develop three performance objectives for the year. Superin-
tendent D developed three optional performance objectives for each prin-
cipal. A conference was held at mid-year by superintendent D with each 
principal and again at the end of the year to determine the principal's 
accomplishments (and his possible salary increase). Superintendent D 
also visited schools occasionally to confer personally with the princi-
pals concerning needs and problems. 
The goals and objectives of superintendent D and his principals, 
although not necessarily mutually developed, were mutually agreed upon. 
The performance plan for principals, especially in a district not hav-
ing a job description provided some guidance and direction to principals. 
Realistically however, six goals cannot (and should not) be all encom-
passing and could, in fact, even neglect to mention a principal's super-
visory duties. Yet, the principal vwuld be held accountable for (and 
possible salary increases based on) performance of supervisory duties 
in a manner acceptable to the superintendent whether or not the duties 
were stated as objectives. Principals are faced with a very tenuous 
role when they are expected to provide supervision which will improve 
instructional performance and yet are provided with little information 
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or few guidelines which will assist them in discerning what the superin-
tendent considers "acceptable 11 performance. 
Summary 
Questionnaire data and interview responses of superintendents 
and principals from districts without job descriptions for principals 
indicated that principals were not aware of their superintendent's ex-
pectations of principals' supervisory performance. Principals in dis-
tricts A, B, C, and 0, already operating without job descriptions, were 
also not informed as to what supervisory practices were highly valued by 
the superintendent or how often he (superintendent) expected principals 
to perform these activities. 
Principals in districts without job descriptions for principals 
were provided with little, if any, in-service directed at enhancing 
principals' supervisory skills, In addition, no provision was made for 
in-servicing new principals in the districts. Principals were virtually 
left on their own to use supervisory techniques and develop supervisory 
patterns, but lack of information did not obviate principals' account-
ability to superintendents for their (principals') supervisory perfor-
mance. 
Because principals in districts without job descriptions had 
the double burden of not being able to refer to a job description for 
supervisory guidelines, coupled with a lack of direction from their 
superintendents, they (principals) would be particularly vulnerable to 
receiving low evaluations from their superintendents. Principals in 
districts without job descriptions for principals had few sources to 
202 
refer for guidance or help in meeting their superintendents' unknown 
supervisory expectations for principals. 
QuestiOnnaire and Interview Responses of Eight 
Principals and Four Superintendents 
in Districts With Job 
Descriptions for 
Principals 
Follow-up interviews were held with four superintendents and 
eight principals in districts with job descriptions for principals. The 
superintendents were referred to by letters E, F, G, and H. The two prin-
cipals reporting to superintendent E were referred to as E-1 and E-2, the 
two principals reporting to superintendent F were referred to as F-1 and 
F-2, and so forth. The purpose of the interviews was to probe the rea-
sons for questionnaire responses focusing on similarities, dissimilari-
ties, problems, strengths, weaknesses, and trends. 
District E 
District E included ten schools (ten principals), 265 teachers 
and 4737 students. Principal E-1 administered a kindergarten through 
grade six school which had eighteen teachers and 380 students. Princi-
pal E-2 administered a kindergarten through grade six building with 
twenty-two teachers and 400 students. 
Superintendent E had ten years of experience as a classroom 
teacher (grades two through eight and high school biology) and seven-
teen years as an elementary school principal prior to becoming superin-
tendent. Superintendent E's three years of experience as a superinten-
dent were confined to her current district. Superintendent E received 
a doctorate in educational administration in 1963. 
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Principal E-1 had four years of experience as a classroom teacher 
(grades seven and eight) and ten years of experience as an elementary 
school principal. All ten years of principal E-1•s experience as an ele-
mentar·y principal were at his present school. Pr·incipal E-1. received a 
doctorate in educational administration in 1975. 
Principal E-2 had nine years of experience as a teacher (kinder-
garten and grades three, six, and eight) and seventeen years of exper-
ience as an elementary school principal, eight of which were at her 
current school. Principal E-2 received a masters in educational 
administration in 1962. 
Table 23 indicates superintendent E rated no supervisory activity 
higher than major importance; whereas principal E-1 rated four and prin-
cipal E-2 rated three supervisory activities of critical importance. 
The superintendent rated faculty meetings of no importance in improving 
instruction while both principals E-1 and E-2 stated they were of aver-
age importance. Superintendent E1 s ranking of value of the six super-
visory activities was consistent with her ratings of importance for each 
activity and the amount of time she expected principals to spend in each 
activity. 
Principals E-1 and E-2 rated supervisory activities higher than 
superintendent E. Principal E-1 rated only one activity, teacher in-
service, as superintendent E had (average importance). All other 
activities were rated higher by principal E-1 than by superintendent E. 
Principal E-2 rated only one activity, teacher evaluation, as superin-
tendent E had (major importance). Principal E-1 agreed with superinten-
dent E on only two rankings of supervisory activities; principal E-2 
TABLE 23 
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E-1 and E-2 = Principals in DuPage County, Illinois, with job descriptions 
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agJ~eed with superintendent E on four rankings of supervisory activities. 
It is likely that the superintendent did not communicate her valuation 
of supervisory activities to the principals. Although the difference 
in ratings and rankings may not be substantial, even a small differ-
ence can be significant when a principal's evaluation is based, at 
least in part, on the superintendent's expectations of his (princi-
pal's) supervisory performance. 
Principal E-1's questionnaire data indicated some inconsistency 
comparing the ratings and rankings of the supervisory activities with 
the percent of school time spent in each activity. For example, while 
principal E-1 indicated that classroom visitations were critically im-
portant and were ranked first in value, he spent only five percent of 
his school time engaged in this activity. Curriculum development was 
rated critically important and ranked fourth but principal E-1 indi-
cated he spent ten percent of his schoo·l time in this activity. The 
inconsistency may be attributed to the fact that superintendent E had 
made known her preference for curriculum development as a supervisory 
activity and thus emphasized the need for administrators to spend more 
t·ime in this supervisory activity. 
In the interview with principal E-1 he (principal E-1) said that 
superintendent E was a competent superintendent. He {principal E-1) said 
that superintendent E brought stability and consistency to the district. 
District E had had five superintendents in the last ten years. Princi-
pal E-1 reported that superintendent E visited each principal at their 
school four or five times a year and made suggestions for improvements. 
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Both principals E-1 and E-2 were enthttsiastic about the interest super-
intendent E took in each school. 
Principal E-1's responses in the interview indicated he (princi-
pal E-1) contributed most effectively to the improvement of instruction 
by: (1) hiring the best teachers, (2) allowing the teachers to perform 
without interference, (3) paying attention to morale--keeping teachers 
happy, and (4) giving new teachers additional help. Principal E-2 took 
a more assertive role. Principal E-2 thought she (principal E-2) con-
tributed most effectively to instructional improvement by: (1) being 
a facilitator, (2) taking a leadership role, (3) working with parents, 
teachers, and children. Superintendent E said that she thought princi-
pals could contribute most effectively to the improvement of instruction 
by: (1) being a model to teachers, (2) assuming leadership roles, and 
(3) working at being scholars in the field of education. 
If a superintendent does not agree with a principal who views 
the principal's role as a benevolent administrator without a strong 
supervision component, then the superintendent is obligated to inform 
the principal either through a written job description or district pol-
icy and/or in-service experiences as to what role the principal is ex-
pected to take to improve the instructional progran1 of the school. The 
responses of principal E-1 gave evidence to his (principal E-1's) lack 
of understanding of what supervisory role he was expected to play by 
superintendent E. Some of the uncertainty of principal E-1 might be 
explained by the frequent change in superintendents over the last ten 
years in district E. Certainly principals (as well as teachers) are 
negatively influenced by a lack of continuity in stated district goals 
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and supervisor's expectations of their (principals') work performance. 
Principal E-2 spoke highly of the increased professionalism in 
the district since the arrival of superintendent E. Principal E-2 com-
mented on the increased emphasis on curriculum development and how 
superintendent E took a leadership role in many curriculum projects in 
the district. It was also interesting to note that superintendent E 
ranked curriculum development third in importance of the six super-
visory activities as did principal E-2. The strong curriculum back-
ground of the superintendent, in addition to her purposeful leadership 
in providing principal in-service in curriculum development probably 
influenced principal E-2's ranking of curriculum development as an 
important supervisory activity. 
Principal E-2's rankings of importance of supervisory activities 
agreed with superintendent E's rankings in four of the six supervisory 
activities. The only exceptions were classroom visitations which super-
intendent E ranked first {principal E-2, second) and principal-teacher 
conferences which superintendent E ranked second {principal E-2, first). 
The sin1ilarity in rankings may be attributed to the mutual respect which 
was expressed by both (superintendent and principal) for each other and 
to the increase in communication which mutual respect and understanding 
affords. Principal E-2 stated during the interview that superintendent 
E would be leaving district E at the end of this school year. Princi-
pal E-2 was greatly concerned by superintendent E's leaving because she 
considered her (superintendent E) an asset to the district. Principal 
E-2 commented that she (principal E-2) always considered herself a pro-
fessional person but superintendent E had made principal E-2 aware of 
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many areas in which her (principal E-2's) service could be improved. 
Principal E-2 considered superintendent E a curriculum specialist with 
a real interest in upgrading teachers' and principals' skills. 
Table 23 reveals inconsistency in comparing principal E-2's rat-
ings of importance and rankings of value to percentage of time spent in 
the activity. For example, principal-teacher conferences were rated by 
principal E-2 as critically important and the most valued supervisory 
activity being used fifteen percent of principal E-2's school time; 
whereas, faculty meetings were rated of average importance and least 
valued supervision activity and were used forty percent of the school 
time to improve instruction. 
During the interview principal E-2 explained that she considered 
the many small group meetings held weekly {grade meetings or pod meet-
ings) as faculty meetings. Although faculty meetings consumed a good 
deal of principal E-2's time, principal E-2 did not view them as valued 
in relation to the other supervisory activities noted. If a principal, 
interested in improving instruction, chooses to spend a good deal of 
time in a supervisory activity which neither the principal nor the 
superintendent views as important, then valuable time is wasted which 
could be spent on superviso~ activities which both principal and super-
intendent view as important. It is crucial that the elementary school 
principal critically examine the stated priorities of the superinten-
dent and his (principal's) own priorities to determine if a commensu-
rate amount of time is spent in activities which are viewed as impor-
tant in improving instruction. 
Although the questionnaire data revealed that superintendent E 
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expected one hundred percent of principals' time devoted to supervisory 
activities, principal E-1 stated he spent thirty-one percent and p}'in-
cipal E-L stated she spent ninety-five percent of their school time on 
supervisory activities. Because some administrators found it difficult 
to separate the time spent in supervisory activities, the question was 
clarified when addressed to superintendent E and principals E-1 and 
E-2 during interviews. Superintendent E stated she expected her prin-
cipals to devote sixty percent of their school time to supervisory 
activities. Both principal E-1 and E-2 said they spent twenty percent 
of their school time supervising. Principals E-1 and E-2 said they 
were never told how much time superintendent E expected them to spend 
supervising and because nothing had been said to the contrary, they 
(principals) presumed she (superintendent) found the time spent, 
acceptable. 
A job description is one means that principals can use to exam-
ine a superintendent's expectations of principals' supervisory perfor-
mance. In district E a job description was available, but rarely re-
ferred to. The job description of district E noted only three of the 
six supervisory activities. One general supervisory statement was 
also included. 
Teacher evaluation was noted thusly: "Evaluates and counsels 
all staff members regarding their individual and group performance." 1 
No mention was made of how, when, or how often staff should be evaluated. 
Faculty meetings and in-service were covered by one statement: "Conducts 
regular staff meetings and in-service programs, including policy changes, 
1 
... District E, "Performance Responsibilities of Principals," p. 14. 
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new programs, and the like.•• 1 A general statement of the principal's 
responsibility to supervise read: 11 Supervises the certificated, non-
2 
certificated, and volunteer persons functioning in the school ... 
Distr·ict E's job description did not cover, even by enumeration, 
the supervisory activities recommended for elementary principals' use in 
the literature. The three supervisory activities which superintendent 
E claimed as most valued, classroom visitations, principal-teacher con-
ferences, and curriculum development were not included. In addition, 
the job description for district E did not include criteria of accept-
able performance for any supervisory activity. Without a specific 
statement from the superintendent, either in the form of a job de-
scription or written policy, it is impossible for principals to be 
aware of the standard of acceptable performance against which they 
were being measured. A few isolated visits by the superintendent to 
individual schools or even the development of yearly goals by princi-
pals and superintendents was not enough to ensure a supervisory program 
intent on improving instruction. 
A superintendent who is serious about achieving excellence in 
principals' supervisory performance must state his (superintendent's) 
supervisory expectations of principals orally and in writing. In addi-
tion, the superintendent must provide a continuous in-service program 
for principals based on an assessment of their (principals') needs as 
supervisors. When a principal is aware of the superintendent's expec-
tations and when adequate support through in-service programs for 
principals is provided, the chances of having a high correlation 
1Ibid.' p. 15. 2Ibid., p. 14. 
211 
betvJeen what is expected of principals by the superintendent and v1hat is 
actually performed by principals are increased. 
Distt'ict F 
District F included three schools (three principals), eighty 
teachers, and 1331 students. Principal F-1 administered a grade six 
through eight building with twenty-eight teachers and 415 students. 
Principal F-2 administered a kindergarten through grade five school 
with twenty-nine teachers and 575 students. 
Superintendent F had seven years of experience as a classroom 
teacher (grades five through ten) and five years of experience as an 
elementary school principal. Superintendent F had fifteen years of 
experience as a superintendent, six of which were in his present dis-
trict. Superintendent F received a masters in educational administra-
tion in 1961. 
Principal F-1 had eight years of experience as a classroom 
teacher (grades six through eight). Principal F-1 had eleven years of 
experience as an elementary principal, all at his present school. Pr·in-
cipal F-1 received a masters in educational administration in 1967. 
Principal F-2 had six years of experience as a classroom teacher 
(grades six through eight). Principal F-2 had eight years of experience 
as an elementary school principal, all at his present school. Principal 
F-2 received a masters in educational administration in 1967. 
Table 24 indicates that superintendent F viewed five supervisory 
activities as critically important and one activity, faculty meetings, 
of no importance. Superintendent F•s ranking and rating of the six 
activities was consistent with how much time he expected principals 
., 
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to spend in each activity. For example, superintendent F expected prin-
cipals to spend twenty-five percent of their time on teacher evaluation, 
which he ranked as most valued and rated as critically important. Super-
intendent F did not expect any of the principal's time to be spent on 
faculty meetings which he ranked as the least valued supervisory activ-
ity and rated of no importance. 
Principal F-1 agreed with only three of superintendent F's rat-
ings of supervisory activities. Principal F-1 agreed with only two of 
superintendent F's rankings of value of the six supervisory activities. 
Principal F-1's questionnaire data revealed an inconsistency between the 
ratings, rankings, and percentage of time spent in supervisory activi-
ties. For example, principal F-1 ranked classroom visitations as the 
most valued supervisory activity and listed twelve percent of his time 
spent in this activity; whereas principal F-1 ranked teacher evaluation 
as the third most valued activity, yet principal F-1 spent forty percent 
of his time in this activity. Principal F-1 exp·la·ined during the inter-
view that he (principal F-1) had added the time spent in classroom visi-
tations and principal-teacher conferences into teacher evaluation be-
cause he (principal F-1) viewed classroom visitation and principal-
teacher conferences as part of the evaluation process. 
Although principal F-1 agreed with superintendent F that the 
most valued supervisory activities were classroom visitation, principal-
teacher conferences, and teacher evaluation, principal F-1 and superin-
tendent F did not agree on the ordering among the three. Principal F-1 
thought classroom visitations were most important, followed by principal-
teacher conferences and teacher evaluation. Superintendent F viewed 
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teacher evaluation as the most important superv·isory activity to improve 
instruction, followed by principal-teacher conferences and classroom 
visitation. This lack of agreement between superintendent F and princi-
pal F-l's rankings was clarified in the interview when superintendent F 
stated he viewed the three activities as part of one process intended to 
improve instruction. Superintendent F, principal F-1 and F-2 thought the 
three activities were equally important, with classroom visitation and 
principal-teacher conferences as components of teacher evaluation. 
Principal F-2 agreed with three out of six of superintendent F's 
ratings of importance of supervisory activities. The questionnaire data 
revealed that principal F-2 was aware of superintendent F's valuation of 
four out of six activities. In addition, principal F-2 agreed with super-
intendent F on four out of the six supervisory rankings of value. Princi-
pal F-2 did not list any percentages of time spent in a supervisory activ-
ity. The questionnaire data interpt'eted independently, indicated a simi-
larity in responses between superintendent F and principal F-2. The 
interview with principal F-2 indicated that percentages were not listed 
for time spent in supervisory activities because principal F-2 thought 
there was a great deal of overlap in the activities. For example, he 
viewed a principal-teacher conference as providing in-service. It is 
interesting to note that superintendent F and principal F-1 were not 
able to separate the time spent in only three supervisory activities, 
classroom visitation, principal-teacher conferences, and teacher eval-
uation but principal F-2 saw so much overlap in each supervisory activ-
ity, he could not separate the time in any of the activities. 
If the quality of supervisory performance is to be enhanced in 
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a district, then the supervisory activities which the superintendent val-
ues and considers important should be reviewed and discussed with the 
principals in the district. If supervision of teachers is to result in 
improvement of instruction, (rather than teacher evaluation, only) then 
the component parts of each supervisory activity need to be examined, 
styles of leadership need to be explored, and effective means of imple-
mentation need to be discussed. Although in district F the superinten-
dent visited each school two or three times a week and met formally with 
principals two times a month, no in-service on supervisory skills was 
provided. 
Principal F-2 shared an experience during the interview which 
more clearly revealed the lack of agreement and a possible source of 
conflict between superintendent F and principal F-2. Principal F-2 
stated he did not collect lesson plans from teachers because he did 
not have time. Principal F-2 said it did not concern him if a teacher 
did not spend the required amount of time on a subject. Principal F-2 
however, had recently discovered that lesson plans did concern superin-
tendent F. When principal F-2 was attending an out-of-state educational 
conference recently, superintendent F came to principal F-2's school and 
collected teachers' lesson plans. Principal F-2 returned to his school 
to hear from superintendent F, negative comments regarding principal 
F-2's supervision of the curriculum through the lesson plans. Principal 
F-2 also had to contend with a faculty morale problem caused by superin-
tendent F's visit. Principal F-2 contended he was unaware of superin-
tendent F's lesson plan expectations prior to superintendent F's un-
announced visit. 
216 
If superintendent F was concer·ned about the supervisory perfor-
mance of principal F-2, then he (superintendent F) was obligated to re-
view with principal F-2 what he (superintendent F) considered to be areas 
of need for principal F-2. The development of yearly goals which include 
the areas of need perceived by superintendent F for principal F-2 in 
addit·ion to periodic reporting of steps taken to accomplish the goals, 
would be a positive way in which a superintendent could approach the 
problem. Furthermore, the superintendent 1 s concern n1ust be coupled with 
information and support from the superintendent (or his representative) 
which would help the principal achieve the desired goal. For a princi-
pal to be unaware of the superintendent 1 s expectations or for a princi-
pai to be aware of what the superintendent wants but be unaware of how 
to achieve the goal is a frustrating and overwhelming obstacle in achiev-
ing personal satisfaction (and a positive evaluation) from the work done 
by a principal of an elementary school. 
The teachers in district F were on merit pay. Principal F-2 
stated he vias frustrated by the merit system because in district F a 
certain percentage of teachers had to be listed in each category of 
performance. Therefore, principal F-2 thought the merit pay system, as 
it operated in district F, caused him (principal F-2) to look for, and 
sometime emphasize, negative aspects of a teachers performance. It was 
obvious that principal F-2 was not committed to district F1 s teacher 
evaluation policy. If superintendents are aware of principals 1 lack 
of support of district supervisory policies, they (superintendents) 
should address themselves to the problem at princ·ipal in-service 
meetings so that district policy might be translated into principal 
performance. 
217 
A philosophical difference was apparent in the responses of prin-
cipal F-2 as compared to the responses of superintendent F. Principal 
F-2 :hought superintendent F desired him (principal F-2) to be more con-
cerned about the curriculum and to "run a tighter ship ... Principal F-2 
was aware that his (principal F-2's) lack of personal time management 
was part of the problem. If this basic difference in outlook is known 
to the superintendent, there is an obvious need to examine and explore 
alternative strategies and behaviors which might allow more communica-
tion between the superintendent and his principal. Supervisory prac-
tices in an elementary school must take into account not only the ex-
pectations of the superintendent, but the expertise and personalities 
of the principals and teachers concerned. Communication of the needs 
of the individual school in relation to the experience of the faculty 
and the requirements of the district are crucial to improvement of the 
instructional program. The relationship between principal and superin-
tendent must remain open to allow for this communication. 
Neither principal F-1 nor principal F-2 were devoting as much 
time to supervision as their superintendent expected. During the inter-
view, principal F-1 indicated he spent ten percent of his time on super-
visory activities, although he thought his superintendent wanted him 
(principal F-1) to devote twenty percent of his time to supervision. 
Principal F-2 devoted twenty percent of his time to supervisory activi-
ties, although he thought his superintendent wanted him (principal F-2) 
to devote sixty-six percent of his time to supervision. Superintendent 
F stated he expected fifty percent of the principal's time to be spent 
on supervisory activities. Since both principals spent less time 
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supervising than they (principals) anticipated their superintendent ex-
pected to be spent, it is likely the principals thought the superinten-
dent had unrealistic supervisory expectations. It is interesting to 
note that neither principal F-1 or F-2 correctly anticipated the amount 
of supervisory time the superintendent expected of principals, which in-
dicated that neither principal was accurately informed of superintendent 
F•s supervisory expectations of principals. 
One means, other than direct contact, that is used to make prin-
cipals aware of their supervisory duties is a job description. The job 
description from district F mentioned only two of the six supervisory 
activities. It (job description) contained two general supervisory 
statements and a statement on evaluation and faculty meetings. The 
general statements read: 11 The principal shall be responsible for the 
supervision of a11 personnel assigned to the school in \vhich he serves, 111 
and 11 Supervises the school •s teaching process. 112 The statement on evalua-
tion read, 11 Evaluates and discusses with staff means they may utilize to 
improve their teaching. 113 The statement on faculty meetings read, 11 Con-
ducts staff meetings to keep all staff members informed of all school 
activities and problems. 114 The job description of district F provided 
only a general awareness that supervision was a responsibility of an 
elementary school principal. It (job description) did not mention all 
the supervisory activities which the literature recommended nor did it 
state what would be considered acceptable performance. If superinten-
dents were sincerely interested in a strong supervision component in 
1oistrict F, 11 Performance Responsibilities of Principals,•• p. 1. 
2Ibid. 3Ibid. 4Ibid., p. 2. 
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the elementary school principal's job description, then specific guide-
lines would be available to principals so that they could work toward 
known goals rather than superintendent's unstated expectations. 
District G 
District G included eleven schools (eleven principals), 204 
teachers, and 3850 students. Principal G-1 administered a kindergarten 
through grade six school which had eleven teachers and 239 students. 
Principal G-2 administered a kindergarten through grade six school with 
nineteen teachers and 440 students. 
Superintendent G had eight years of experience as a classroom 
teacher (grades four through twelve), nine years as an elementary prin-
cipal, ten years as an assistant superintendent, and eleven years as a 
superintendent. All eleven years as superintendent were in his present 
district. Superintendent G received a masters in 1948 majoring in in-
dustrial arts. Superintendent G had sixty hours beyond a masters in 
educational administration. 
Principal G-1 had thirteen years of experience as a classroom 
teacher (grades four, seven, and eight). Principal G-1 had nine years 
of experience as an elementary school principal, three of which were at 
his present school. Principal G-1 received a masters in educational 
administration in 1960. 
Principal G-2 had five years of experience as a classroom teacher 
(grades five and six) and twelve years of experience as an elementary 
school principal. T\'IO of the twelve years experience as an elementary 
principal were at his present school. Principal G-2 received a masters 
in supervision and curriculum in 1977. 
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Table 25 indicates that superintendent G viewed all the sup8r-
visory activities of either average or major importance. Superintendent 
G ranked teacher evaluation as the most valued supervisory activity fol-
lowed by classroom visitation and principal-teacher conferences. Super-
intendent G consistently expected only a small percentage of principal's 
time to be spent on each supervisory activity. In teacher evaluation, 
the supervisory activity ranked most valued by superintendent G, he 
expected principals to spend only two percent of their (principals') 
school time. In the least valued supervisory activity, faculty meet-
ings, pr·incipals were expected to spend one percent of their (princi-
pals') school time. There was a consistency among superintendent G's 
rating and ranking data and the percentage of time he (superintendent G) 
expected principals to spend in each supervisory activity. 
If principals are expected to spend a small amount of time per-
forming supervisory tasks (as suggested by superintendent G) then it is 
imperative that the principals in the district be aware of the superin-
tendent's expectations of their (principals') performance, so that the 
time spent might be used efficiently and effectively. Without guide-
lines or directives from the superintendent which specify the super-
visory tasks, the principals who would spend only the small amount of 
time supervising that was expected of them (principals) by superinten-
dent G, might emphasize supervisory activities the superintendent con-
siders non-essential. As a result of lack of information, principals 
in district G could readily misappropriate supervision time and thus 
by not achieving the superintendent's unstated goals, receive a lo\>1 
evaluation. 
TABLE 25 
VALUATION AND FREQUENCY OF TIME SPENT OR EXPECTED TO BE SPENT 
ON SIX SUPERVISORY ACTIVITIES BY SUPERINTENDENT G AND 
PRINCIPAL G-1 AND PRINCIPAL G-2 
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Principal-Teacher N N 
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G = Superintendent in DuPage County, Illinois, with a job description for principals 
G-1 and G-2 = Principals in DuPage County, Iilinois, with job descriptions 
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Superintendent G had been in district G for thirty years in dif-
ferent capacities. Superintendent G is only the second superintendent 
since district G was formed. The questionnaire data indicated he (super-
intendent G) expected principals to spend seventeen percent of their 
(principals•) school time on supervisory activities. Superintendent G•s 
interview responses agreed with the questionnaire data. 
Principal G-1 ranked teacher evaluation the most valued super-
visory activity and rated it as critically important. The questionnaire 
data indicated principal G-1 spent only five percent of his school time 
on this supervisory activity. Principal G-1 viewed teacher in-service 
as the least valued supervisory activity, rated it of minor importance, 
and t'eported he spent one percent of his school time on this super-
visory activity. Principal G-1•s rankings, ratings, and percentages of 
time spent were consistent for all supervisory activities. ln addition, 
principal G-1 agreed with superintendent G that teacher evaluation, 
classroom visitation, and principal-teacher conferences were the most 
valued supervisory activities, but his (principal G-1 1 s) rankings among 
the three were different from superintendent G1 s rankings. 
Principal G-2 ranked teacher evaluation the most valued super-
visory activity and rated it of major importance. Principal G-2 viewed 
faculty in-service as the least valued supervisory activity and rated it 
of average importance. The percentage of time allotted by principal G-2 
to each supervisory activity totaled 275 percent. It was obvious from 
the questionnaire data that principal G-2 had not interpreted correctly 
the questions or percent of school time spent on each supervisory activ-
ity. Principal G-2 and superintendent G agreed that teacher evaluation 
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ranked as the most valued superv·isory activity and classroom visitation 
ranked as the second most valuable activity. Both superintendent G and 
principal G-2 agreed that the least valuable supervisory activity was 
faculty meetings. 
During the interview, principal G-1 stated he spent ten percent 
of his time supervising teachers. Principal G-2 stated he spent fifty 
percent of his time in supervisory activities. Both principal G-1 and 
principal G-2 responded that they did not know how much time super·in-
tendent G expected them to spend in supervision. Superintendent G 
stated he expected his principals to spend fifteen percent of their 
time supervising. If principals are to contribute to the instructional 
improvement of their local school program, then they (principals) must 
be able to provide leadership through an awareness of the superinten-
dent's expectations of their (principals') supervisory performance. 
The questionnaire data and interview responses indicated that 
superintendent G did not provide information, either orally or in writ-
ing, which delineated his (superintendent G's) supervisory priorities 
for elementary principals. As a result principal G-1 and principal G-2 
used their (principals') own best judgment to assess the value of super-
visory activities and the time allotted to the performance of these 
activities. Superintendent G rationalized his (superintendent G's) 
lack of specificity in delineating supervisory performance of princi-
pals by stating he (superintendent G) was concerned about the quality 
of performance, not the percent of time the activities took to perform. 
In reality, principal G-1 and G-2 were not made aware of what consti-
tutes "quality 11 by the superintendent. If a superintendent holds 
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principals accountable for a 11 quality 11 performance of supervisory activi-
ties, then the principals are entitled to know the criteria against which 
their performance will be judged. It is possible that principals attempt-
ing to perform their supervisory responsibilities without specific guide-
lines could receive a negative evaluation from their superintendent. 
This low evaluation of principals by superintendents can adversely affect 
principal morale, increments in salary, and eventually retention as prin-
cipals in the district. 
The job description for district G contained only one general 
statement on supervisory responsibilities. 11 0evelop, implement, and im·-
prove the educational program through cooperative and on-going endeavors 
in supervision of instruction and evaluation of learning. 111 The job 
description of district G did not specifically mention any supervisory 
activity. If a principal is to be evaluated by either the superinten-
dent•s expectations or a principal •s job description, it is essential 
to have each supervisory activity specifically stated with performance 
criteria. 
The principals in district G were being evaluated annually by 
a superintendent who presumed they (principals) were aware of his (super-
intendent•s) expectations. It is likely that principals unaware of their 
superintendent•s supervisory expectations, would develop their (princi-
pals•) own standards of performance with the hope they (standards) would 
be acceptable to superintendent G. In so doing, principals run the risk 
of not performing supervisory tasks to the superintendent•s expectations. 
Both principal G-1 and G-2 commented that superintendent G met 
1oistrict G, .. Performance Responsibilities of Principals, 11 p. 1. 
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with them twice a month but the superintendent 1S opinions regarding 
supervisory practices were usually shared only in crisis situations. 
Principals G-1 and G-2 were most likely to be contacted by superinten-
dent G when a complaint had been filed in the district against them 
(principals). If a superintendent states his expectations only in 
crisis situations, (after the fact) then principals are forced to 
learn of the superintendent 1s expectations through trial and error 
which is a potentially frustrating and/or demeaning experience for 
the principal. In addition, when principals must make supervisory 
decisions based on their best judgment because of the lack of written 
and/or oral directives from the superintendent, then in turn receive 
criticism from their superior for doing so) there is a general under-
minding of principals 1 authority and role as supervisor. 
The data gathered from questionnaires and interviews in district 
G indicated that the superintendent did not make specific requirements 
for supervisory performance known to principals nor did superintendent 
G provide in-service for principals intended to improve their (princi-
palS1) supervisory skills. The superintendent recently appointed a 
director of curriculum to assist with principals 1 needs in the local 
schools. Although no specific plans had been developed, to date, for 
principal in-service, the addition of this resource person on the dis-
trict staff was positively viewed by the superintendent as a possible 
source of information and assistance to principals. Currently, the 
director of curriculum was on call to principals to assist with in-
structional problems of classroom teachers. Neither principal G-1 
or G-2 had used the services of the director sufficiently to develop 
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an opinion of the director's potential effectiveness in instructional 
improvement. 
If superintendent G is sincerely interested in increasing super-
visory skills of principals, he (superintendent G) is obligated to estab-
lish supervision as a priority item with the principals. Specifically, 
a job description should be developed specifying desired supervisory 
behaviors of the principals, as well as in-service programs held based 
on the individual needs of principals. The director of curriculum, used 
as a resource at the district office, could be a valuable communication 
tie between the principals and the superintendent and act as a facili-
tator in providing for in-service needs of principals. To date, the 
above situation has not occurred in district G, but with leadership 
from the superintendent, the potential for increasing principals' 
supervisory expertise could become a reality. 
District H 
District H included seven schools (seven principals, 173 teachers, 
and 3618 students). Principal H-1 administered a kindergarten through 
grade six school which had nineteen teachers and 520 students. Principal 
H-2 administered a kindergarten through grade six building with fourteen 
teachers and 405 students. 
Superintendent H had four years of experience as a classroom 
teacher {grades seven and eight) and one year of experience as an elemen-
tary principal prior to becoming superintendent. Superintendent H's six-
teen years of experience as a superintendent were confined to district H. 
Superintendent H received a masters in educational administration in 
1961. 
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Principal H-1 had seven years of experience as a classroom 
teacher (grade six) and nine years of experience as an elementary school 
principal. All nine years of principal H-1 1 s experience as an elementary 
principal were at his present school. Principal H-1 received a masters 
in educational administration in 1965. 
Principal H-2 had nine years of experience as a teacher (grades 
seven and eight) a.nd nine years of experience as an elementary school 
principal, five of which were at his current school. Principal H-2 
received a masters in educational administration in 1968. 
Table 26 indicates that superintendent H rated all supervisory 
activities of major or critical importance, except faculty meetings, 
which were of minor importance. Classroom visitation which was ranked 
most valued and teacher evaluation which was ranked second most valued, 
were both viewed by superintendent H as critically important. Curric-
ulum development and principal-teacher conferences were third and 
fourth most valued respectively and both activities were rated of 
major importance. A discrepancy between the ratings and rankings of 
superintendent H was observed. While superintendent H ranked faculty 
meetings as the fifth most valued activity and rated it of minor impor-
tance, he (superintendent H) ranked teacher in-service the least valued 
supervisory activity but ranked it of major importance. Aside from this 
discrepancy, a comparison of superintendent H1 s rankings, ratings, and 
percentages of principal time expected to be spent in supervisory activi-
ties showed the data to be consistent. 
Principal H-1 ranked principal-teacher conferences and classrornn 
visitation as the first and second most valued supervisory activities, 
TABLE 26 
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H :; Supet'i ntendent in DuPage County, Illinois, with a job description for principals 
H-1 and H-2 = Principals in DuPage County, Illinois, with job descriptions 
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respectively, and rated them critically important. Curriculum develop-
ment and teachel~ evaluation were ranked by principal H-1 as third and 
four·th most valued supervisory activities respectively and were rated 
of major importance. Principal H-2 rated teacher in-service~ the fifth 
most va i ued supervisory activity, of average importance. Faculty meet-
ings were ranked of least value and of average importance. All of the 
rankings and ratings uf principal H-2 were consistent with the amount 
of time allocated to each of the supervisory activities. 
Principal H-1 agreed with superintendent H1 s rankings on only 
one supervisory activity~ curriculum development. Principal H-1 agreed 
vri":.h superintend~nt H on three ratings of supel~visory activities) class--
room visitations~ faculty meetings, and curriculum development. Princi--
pal H-1 anticipated the importance superintendent H gave to only two 
activities, principal-teacher conferences and curriculum development. 
The questionnaire data indicated there was m·inima1 agreement between 
superintendent H and principal H-1. It was likely that, although super-
intendent H stated he valued superv·isory activities~ he (superintendent 
H) had not clearly indicated this value to principal H-1. 
Principal H-2 did not agree with superintendent H1 s rankings of 
supervisory activities. Principal H-2 did agree with superintendent H 
on the ratings of importctnce of three supervisory activities, principal-
teacher conferences, faculty meetings, and teacher in-service. Principal 
h-2 anticipated the importance superintendent H gave to only two activi-
ties, faculty meetings and teacher in-service. Inconsistency was noted 
in the time principal H-2 allotted to some activities. The first and 
secor1d most valued supervisory activities (principal-teacher conferences 
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and teacher in-service, respectively) were each allotted only five per-
cent of the principal •s time. Classroom visitations and teacher evalua-
tion were ranked the third and fourth most valued supervisory activities 
and were each allotted twenty percent of the principal •s time. This in-
consistency between the rankings and time allotted to supervisory activi-
ties might have been partially caused by the overlap seen by many princi-
pals between classroom visitations and teacher evaluation. 
Principal H-2's responses on the questionnaire revealed even 
less agreement with superintendent H's responses than principal H-1•s 
had shown. Whereas both principal H-1 and H-2 thought principal-teacher 
conferences were the most valued supervisory activity, superintendent H 
ranked principal-teacher conferences fourth in value. Whereas principal 
H-2 ranked teacher in-service as the second most valued supervisory acti-
vity, superintendent H viewed classroom visitations as the most valued 
supervisory activity, principal H-2 ranked it third in value. The lack 
of awareness of both principal H-1 and H-2, (but in particular of H-2) 
of superintendent H•s supervisory expectations becomes clear in analyz-
ing the questionnaire data. The interview responses of superintendent 
H and principal H-1 and H-2 confirmed the questionnaire findings. 
Both superintendent H and principal H-2 responded that the 
training for their supervisory roles had been inadequate. The lack of 
agreement between the valuation of supervisory activities by superinten-
dent H and principal H-2 emphasized the lack of communication from the 
superintendent of what he (superintendent H) considered important. The 
fact that neither superintendent H nor principal H-2 thought of them-
selves as adequately prepared to function in their supervisory roles 
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explained in part this lack of communication between superintendent and 
principal. 
If a superintendent is to assume leadership in the supervisory 
program of the district, then he (superintendent) must be able to commu-
nicate his expectations to principals. Superintendent H was not able to 
provide this type of leadership and therefore the principals in the dis-
trict, especially those who felt they (principals) themselves were in-
adequately trained, had a difficult, if not impossible task of perform-
ing supervisory tasks to meet unknown expectations. 
During the interview, superintendent H asked me which of his 
principals would be interviewed. He was so informed. Superintendent H 
then indicated that the board of education required that the superinten-
dent to rank each principal, from most effective to least effective, 
(one through seven), each year. Superintendent H said his most effec-
tive principal (principal H-1) and his least effective principal (H-2) 
would be interviewed. 
The contrast between the interview responses of principal H-1 
and 1-1-2 was enlightening. Principal 1-1-1 had just adjourned a faculty 
meeting prior to the interview and each faculty member came from the 
meeting wearing a 11 Warm fuzzy 11 button. During the interview, princi-
pal H-1 was enthusiastic about supervising teachers and emphasized how 
important he (principal H-1) thought principal-teacher conferences were 
in developing teacher goals and assessing progress made during the year. 
Principal H-1 held five conferences a year with each teacher. The 
mutually developed goals which were an outgrowth of the conferences 
served as an evaluative tool for teacher performance. It was likely 
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that principal H-1•s enthusiasm for a quality school program was reflected 
in the performance os his staff. It was obvious from interacting with 
principal H-1, that he took a strong leadership role in supervising his 
staff. 
Principal H-1 was viewed by superintendent H as his (superinten-
dent H•s) most successful principal. Yet, this success is relative - -
relative to every other principal in the district. It was obvious from 
the questionnaire data and the interview responses of principal H-1 that 
he (principal H-1) was not fully aware of the superintendent•s expecta-
tions of his (principal H-1 1 s) performance. In fact, principal H-1 was 
not able to respond to what percentage of school time superintendent H 
expected principal H-1 to spend in supervisory activities. Principal 
H-1 stated he supposed the superintendent supported the amount of time 
he (principal H-1) was presently spending on supervision. If, even the 
most successful principals in the district are unaware of the superin-
tendent•s supervisory expectations of performance for principals, then 
one must wonder how successful principals could be, if they were aware 
of the undisclosed criteria against which their performance was being 
judged. Surely, if it takes seventy-five percent of principal H-1•s 
school time to do the kind of supervision which superintendent H 
thinks can be done by using fifteen percent of school time, then a 
serious conflict could arise between what the superintendent might 
envision as inefficient use of time and the principal might perceive 
as unrealistic time demands. 
Principal H-2 was two hours late for our interview; he was 
delayed by a meeting at the district office which had been carried 
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over from the prior day. Principal H-2's interview information proved 
to be inconsistent with the data gathered from the questionnaire. Dur-
ing the interview, principal H-2 indicated he did visit classrooms but 
he did not necessarily confer with the teachers regarding his observa-
tions. Teacher conferences, principal H-2 said, were typically prob-
lem oriented and not directed toward individual goal setting. On the 
questionnaire, principal H-2 indicated that principal-teacher confer-
ences were the most valued supervisory activity. It is likely that 
principal H-2 responded on the questionnaire in a manner he thought 
expected of him. 
Principal H-2 did not appear to be enthusiastic about any phase 
of his supervisory responsibilities. Principal H-2's response to whether 
or not lesson plans were required appeared to be typical of his supel~­
visory style, Principal H-2 responded that lesson plans were not re-
quired because he (principal H-2) considered teachers to be professionals 
and they (teachers) should know how to write lesson plans. It is likely 
that principal H-2's lack of concern about his supervisory responsibili-
ties reflected his lack of knowledge of what the superintendent expected 
of his (principal H-2's) supervisory performance. 
A basic step in providing for increased supervisory performance 
of principals is the ability of the superintendent to define clearly 
what kind of (how often) performance is expected and how performance 
will be measured. If this information is lacking, then principals may 
develop their own standards (principal H-1) or assume a non-leadership 
role by expecting the teachers to do a good job, because they are pro-
fessionals (principal H-2). Without a definitive statement of expected 
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principal behavior.from the superintendent, principals constantly run 
the risk of not fulfilling the superintendent•s expectations and thereby 
eliciting a low evaluation from the superintendent. 
District H•s job description noted only two of the six super-
visory activities recommended in the literature. The statement on cur-
riculum development read, 11 To work with the administrative staff to re-
vise and improve the curriculum ... l The statement on evaluation read, 
11 TO evaluate all certified employees in an attempt to raise the quality 
of instructional and educational services to children of the school dis-
trict, and to aid the growth of the individual teacher. 112 District H's 
job description contained one general supervisory statement. It read, 
11 TO assist individual teachers in their endeavors to improve instruc-
tion.113 District H's job description was very general and provided 
principals with no clear definition of their supervisory responsi-
bilities. 
District H uses a merit pay system for principals. Because a 
principal •s salary is based on achievement of objectives and performance 
of responsibilities noted on the job description, it is crucial that the 
expectations of the superintendent be clearly and definitively stated. 
~~ithout knowing specifically vthat supervisory activities \'lill be eval-
uated, or knowing only that one must supervise his staff, the principal 
plays a kind of Russian roulette with his evaluation and thus his salary. 
1District H, 11 Performance Responsibilities of Principals, .. p. 1. 
2rbid. 
3Ibid. 
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_?ummary 
Review and analysis of job descriptions in districts E, F, G, 
and H revealed that the job descriptions specified only in general terms 
principals' supervisory duties. The job descriptions in districts E, F, 
G, and H, because of their general nature, did not provide elementary 
school principals with guidance and direction in performing supervisory 
duties. 
Principals in districts E, F, G, and H met with their respective 
superintendents for monthly or bi-monthly meetings, but the focus of 
these meetings was almost purely administrative. Superintendents also 
made occasional visits to schools, but it was rare that superintendents 
had the expertise, background, and/or inclination to effectively in-
service principals on supervisory skills intended to improve instruction. 
In-servicing of principals on supervisory skills was not provided 
in districts F, G, and H. The superintendent of district E provided in-
service to principals in only one supervisory area, curriculum develop-
ment. The fact that in-service on supervisory skills was not available 
for principals and the fact that job descriptions lacked specificity did 
not obviate the fact that all principals were held accountable for per-
formance of supet'Vi sory activities by their superintendents. ~Jithout 
information and in-service, principals were expected to match their 
superintendents' expectations of principals' supervisory performance. 
It is likely that principals who develop their own supervisory model 
for use in local schools, will not fulfill superintendents' expecta-
tions and as. a result will be evaluated in a negative manner by 
superintendents. 
Analysis Of Interviews 
Much of the information gathered during the interviews was noted 
in prior sections of Chapter IV. There was often a commonality of re-
sponses from principals and superintendents both with and without job 
descriptions for principals. A summary and analysis of such responses 
follows: 
Policy in most school districts mandated that principals make 
two classroom visits to non-tenured teachers and one to tenured·teachers 
each year. All principals claimed that they (principals) visited class-
rooms at least twice the time required. Even if the quantity of these 
visits went unchallenged, the quality of the visits would be in question. 
The time principals spend in the classroom during a visitation should be 
examined. Other than for the purpose of evaluation, most supervisory 
visits of principals were five to ten minutes in duration. Most princi-
pals did not use an observation form or write up classroom visits unless 
the visits were for the purpose of evaluation. Rarely was a teacher con-
ference held after a classroom visitation, unless the visit was for the 
purpose of evaluation. If classroom visits (other than for the purpose 
of evaluation) were short in duration, eliciting no observations from 
the principal and no conference as a follow-up, then it became obvious 
why most principals and some superintendents equated classroom visita-
tions with teacher evaluations. 
Classroom visitation was a supervisory activity highly recom-
mended by authors in the field of educational supervision, not only for 
the purpose of evaluation, but on a regular basis focusing on instruc-
tional improvement. Although teacher involvement in goal setting, 
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analysis of observations and development of observationand/or evaluation 
forms was suggested in the literature, few if any principals and super-
intendents had more than perfunctory interest in involving teachers in 
planning and developing classroom visitations, principal-teacher confer-
ences and teacher evaluations. Lack of teacher involvement in pivotal 
supervisory activities by principals can cause teachers to have negative 
attitudes toward the standards, forms and expectations which they 
(teachers) did not help formulate. It is ironic that the very activi-
ties and instruments which were designed to improve the quality of in-
str·uction often create animosity or disinterest on the part of the 
teachers because they had no input into the design or organization of 
the activities. 
Although most superintendents expected principals to visit 
teachers more often than the district policy required, this expectation 
was not clearly communicated to the principals. For example, the only 
time classroom visitation was emphasized by the superintendent was in 
relation to teacher' evaluation. This lack of communication was common 
in districts both with and without job descriptions for principals. If 
superintendents honestly value classroom visitation by principals as a 
supervisory activity, then principals should know what superintendents• 
expectations are in regards to principals• performance of this activity. 
Interview responses indicated that little, if any, in-service 
was provided for principals by the superintendent on supervisory skills. 
One district without a job description for principals had a resource 
person on staff, and two districts with job descriptions for principals 
had a resource person who could have assisted in providing inservice to 
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principals. To date, in the three districts noted, the resource person 
does not function in that capacity. 
Questionnaire and interview responses indicated a lack of desire, 
time, and/or expertise on the part of some superintendents to provide 
leadership to the supervisory program in the elementary schools. If 
superintendents were unable to provide direction and guidance to ele-
mentary principals, regardless of the reason, it was incumbent upon 
them (superintendents) to secure the necessary resource staff and 
supply the leadership to compensate for this deficiency. 
Faculty meetings and local in-service meetings for the put·pose 
of instructional improvement were rare in both districts with and with-
out job descriptions for principals. Most faculty meetings were proce-
dural in nature. Almost all in-service was provided by the district 
and the topics were generally broad in nature. Instructional needs can 
be different in each school in a district, based on the needs of the 
student body, experience of the faculty, and program development. If 
principals and superintendents were desirous of meeting the instruc-
tional needs of the individual school, then a planned progra1n of staff 
development should have been initiated and implemented by the adminis-
trator and faculty in each school. In-service meetings held at a dis-
trict level focused on general appeal and by their very nature did not 
provide for the peculiar needs of a specific school. 
Questionnaire data indicated a higher interest level in curric-
ulum development than could be substantiated by interview responses. 
Curriculum development in almost all districts was synonymous with 
textbook selection. Only a few districts had developed curriculum 
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guides to establish the content and sequencing of skills to be taught. 
It is likely that curriculum development is one of the most fertile 
areas for the common interests of students, parents, teachers, and 
administrators in the district to be expressed and merged. Leadership 
in curriculum development for a district is dependent on the initiative 
of the superintendent. Interviews revealed that, with the exception of 
superintendent E, little was being done in any of the districts to pro-
mote curriculum development. If superintendents are sincerely inter-
ested in defining and promoting curriculum programs in their districts, 
then this priority should be expressed and a framework should be estab-
lished wherein curriculum development might be accomplished. 
Interviews revealed a general disinterest on the part of princi-
pals and some superintendents to monitor or review teachet'S 1 lesson plans. 
Although teachers were expected to maintain lesson plans, in most schools 
the plans were not reviewed by the principal. Some principals and super-
intendents commented that the plans were reviewed and evaluated by the 
substitute teacher, after a teacher was absent. Five of the eight 
superintendents interviewed expected principals to review lesson plans 
of teachers once a week. Only three principals out of fifteen reviewed 
lesson plans once a week. Some principals commented they never reviewed 
teachers• lesson plans because they (principals) think teachers consider 
it demeaning. Other principals admitted to reviewing them two or three 
times a year. 
If superintendents are aware of the need for regular monitoring 
of teachers• lesson plans, then it would follow that they (superinten-
dents) would establish a district plan which might: (1) provide the 
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teachers with a plan book~ (2) establish a format to be used in writing 
plans~ and (3) make known how often principals are expected to collect 
and review teachers' plan books. If superintendents believe that lesson 
plans are as essential to teachers as road maps are to navigators~ then 
they (superintendents) are obligated to make their expectations known to 
the principals and teachers in the district. 
All principals interviewed agreed that little~ if any~ direct in-
service was provided by the superintendent to increase principals' super-
visory skills. Superintendents communicated with principals during in-
formal conferences~ general principal meetings, at the beginning of the 
year to establish goals~ at the end of the year to evaluate goal achieve-
ment~ and at social gatherings. Rarely were supervisory skills a focus 
for superintendent-principal interaction, unless it was a crisis situa-
tion. 
When asked what factors negatively influenced their supervisory 
performance~ there was a commonality of responses between principals 
with and without job descriptions. The most frequently mentioned fac-
tors which principals noted were: (1) paperwork~ (2) meetings~ (3) dis-
cipline problems~ (4) frequent interruptions and administrivia. Super-
intenderlts were aware of these factors but contended principals had 
adequate time to supervise. 
The lack of information flow between superintendent and princi-
pal concerning supervisory tasks of the principal was emphasized during 
interviews. It is likely that principal's supervisory performance would 
have been more highly correlated to superintendent's expectations if 
principals had been made aware of what superintendents expected. If a 
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principal was not performing well in his supervisory capacity, then one 
should explore what guidelines were established to delineate his (prin-
cipal's) responsibilities and what in-service was provided to help him 
(principal) meet district requirements. More often than not, super-
visory expectations for principals were not defined, nor was in-service 
provided. The result of this lack of information caused the principal 
to be potentially less effective because he (principal) had to develop 
his own standards of performance and hoped they coincided with the 
superintendent's expectations. 
Analysis Of Job Descriptions 
The job descriptions of principals in twenty-six districts in 
DuPage County were reviewed for this study. 
Only one of the twenty-six job descriptions noted the six super-
visory activities recommended in the literature. Five job descriptions 
mentioned five out of the six supervisory activities. Three job descrip-
tions specified four of the six supervisory activities. Four job de-
scriptions noted three supervisory activities as an elementary princi-
pal's responsibility. Five job descriptions mentioned two supervisory 
activities and eight job descriptions specified only one supervisory 
activity, thirteen job descriptions included a general statement of 
the elementary principal's responsibility to supervise the school 
faculty and staff. 
The wording of most job descriptions was general. Little, if 
any, explanation of performance criteria was given. 
Classroom visitation, which was generally ranked as the most 
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valued supervisory activity was mentioned in only five or nineteen per-
cent of the job descriptions. Whereas faculty meetings, which were gen-
erally ranked as the least valued supervisory activity were mentioned in 
twelve (or forty-six percent) of the job descriptions. This lack of con-
sistency between value given to the supervisory activity and enumeration 
in a job description was undoubtedly confusing to elementary school prin-
cipals. 
It was apparent from analysis of items covered in the job de-
scriptions that supervisory activities were not emphasized. Yet, this 
lack of emphasis of the principal's supervisory role in the job descrip-
tions did not alleviate the need for the principal to perform the super-
v·isory activities. When a principal is evaluated by the superintendent 
on the performance of activities not specified in a job description~ 
the principal is in the precarious position of trying to meet unknown 
expectations. 
Without specific guidelines on what supervisory duties are ex-
pected of principals by superintendents, a principal tends to examine 
the needs of his faculty in relation to his (principal's) supervisory 
abilities and establishes personalized supervisory guidelines. This 
strategy can be worthwhile when the principal's personal guidelines 
correlate to the superintendent's (unknown) expectations. The neophyte 
principal and the principal not skilled in supervisory techniques have 
a difficult time adjusting to the lack of guidance in supervisory acti-
vities which is inherent in most job descriptions. As a result of this 
lack of direction, principals can suffer low evaluations, low salary 
increments and possibly the loss of their positions. 
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It was interesting to note that most principals responded in 
the interviev.J that they would prefer a general job description, rather 
than specific. It is likely that the principals thought that with a 
general job description, they (principals) could maintain flexibility 
in performance of supervisory tasks. Yet, this flexibility is rarely 
present for principals (with or without a job description) because 
principals' supervisory performances are evaluated generally on super-
intendents' expectations. 
A few principals commented that if the job description would be 
used as a basis of principal evaluations then they (principals) would 
like the job description to state specifically the supervisory duties 
required of principals. With a specific job description, a principal 
would have a better opportunity of being evaluated in a consistent 
manner. With a specific job description, principals would be able 
to perform periodic self evaluations and thereby critically examine 
and remediate supervisory areas of need prior to the annual evalua-
tion by the superintendent. 
CHAPTER IV 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOr1MENDATIONS 
Introduction 
The purpose of the study was to determine if a relationship 
existed between superintendents• expectations and elementary principals' 
supervisory performance in districts with and without job descriptions 
for principals. The relationship, if found, would be studied focusing 
on similarities, dissimilarities, strengths, weaknesses, problems, and 
trends. 
Methods and procedures used in the study included: (1) review 
of the literature determined the most commonly recommended supervisory 
activities, (2) professors of educational administration and supervi-
sion ranked the value of the supervisory activities, (3) development 
of questionnaires asked respondents to rate the importance, note the 
frequency of use (or expected use) and rank the value of the super-
visory activities, (4) validation of the questionnaires by submission 
to superintendents and principals not in the study who supervise ele-
mentary schools, (5) modification of questionnaires based on criticisms 
and comments received, (6) submission of the questionnaires to 139 prin-
cipals and thirty superintendents in DuPage County, Illinois, (7) follo\'/-
up interviews of randomly sampled superinte~dents with job descriptions 
for principals, (8) follow-up interviews of two randomly sampled prin-
cipals of each superintendent chosen in number seven, (9} follow-up 
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interviews of all superintendents (four) without job descriptions for 
principdls, (10) follow-up interviews of two principals randomly sampled 
(where possible) of superintendents chosen in number nine, (11) tabula-
tion and analysis of questionnaire responses and interview data, 
(12) conclusions and recommendations. 
Chapter I developed the design of the study by presenting an 
historical overvievJ of supervision in schools, by stating the rationale 
for the study, by enumerating the methods and procedures that would be 
followed~ by noting the significance and potential usefulness of the 
study to those concerned with the improvement of instruction in ele-
mentary S(;hocls. 
Chapter II reviewed related literature of most commonly recom-
mended superv·isory activities: classroom visitation, principa·l-teacher 
conferences, teacher evaluation, in-service education, curriculum devel-
opment, and faculty meetings. The revievJ of each supervisory activity 
included the purpose and importance of the practice, the role of the 
principa'i, recommendations for teacher involvement and guide.lir;es for 
successful use. 
Chapter I I I presented and ana lyzect the data from thr'ee sources: 
questionnaires, job descriptions, and interviews. The questionnaire 
responses from principals and superintendents from DuPage County were 
divided into the following categories: 
1. Responses of principals with job descriptions compared to 
responses of principals without job descriptions. 
2. Responses of superintendents with job descriptions for prin-
cipals compared to responses of superintendents without job 
descr~ptions for principals. 
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3. Responses of principals with job descriptions compared to 
responses of superintendents with job descriptions for 
principals. 
4. Responses of principals without job descriptions compared 
to responses of superintendents without job descriptions 
for principals. 
In addition, Chapter III contained an analysis of principals' 
job descriptions in DuPage focusing on the six supervisory skills which 
were commonly recommended in the literature. 
Finally, Chapter III analyzed questionnaire and interview re-
sponses of (1) seven principals and four superintendents without job 
descriptions for principals, and (2) eight principals and four superin-
tendents with job descriptions for principals. 
Chapter IV presents the conclusions and recommendations of the 
study resulting from the review of the literature as applied to the 
questions addressed in the study and analysis of questionnaire re-
sponses and interview data. 
Conclusions 
The conclusions of the study were as follows: 
1. When principals and superintendents were asked to rate the 
importance of the six supervisory activities, there was no significant 
difference in the importance given to five out of six supervisory activ-
ities. Classroom visitation received a significantly higher rating of 
importance by the superintendents. 
2. When principals' ratings of importance were compared to the 
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ratings of importance the principals expected their superintendents to 
give the six supervisory activities, a significant difference was noted 
for four supervisory activities. On principal-teacher conferences, 
teacher in-service and curriculum development, principals expected a 
significantly lower rating of importance by superintendents; on faculty 
meetings principals expected a significantly higher rating of importance 
by superintendents. 
3. When the ratings of importance principals expected superin-
tendents to give the six supervisory activities were compared to the 
ratings of importance superintendents actually gave the activities, a 
significant difference was noted in two activities. In classroom visi-
tation and principal-teacher conferences principals expected a signifi-
cantly lower rating of importance by superintendents compared to super-
intendents• actual ratings of the two ctctivities. 
4. When professors, superintendents, and principals were asked 
to rank the value of six supervisory activities, the activities were 
ranked similarly. 
5. The time soent in supervisory activities by principals when 
compared to the time superintendents expected principals to spend in the 
activities was similar in five of the six activities.. In one activity, 
classroom visitation, time spent and time expected to be spent, was not 
similar. Superintendents expected twenty percent of principals• time 
to be spent in this activity, while principals were spending ten per-
cent. 
6. The presence or absence of principals• job descriptions did 
not affect the ratings of importance, rankings of value, or time spent, 
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or expected to be spent, in supervisory activities by principals and 
superintendents. 
7. The following specific conclusions resulted from an analysis 
of questionnaire and interview data: 
a) Classroom Visitation 
(1) Ratings of importance of principals with job descrip-
tions compared to ratings of importance of principals 
without job descriptions were similar. 
(2) Ratings of importance of superintendents with job de-
scriptions for principals compared to the ratings of 
importance of superintendents without job descriptions 
for principals were similar. 
(3) Principals with job descriptions gave significantly 
lower ratings of importance compared to superintendents 
with job descriptions for principals. 
(4) Ratings of importance of principals without job descrip-
tions compared to ratings of importance of superinten-
dents without job descriptions for principals were 
similar. 
(5) Time spent, or expected to be spent, in classroom visi-
tation was similar (ten percent) for principals with job 
descriptions, principals without job descriptions and 
superintendents without job descriptions for principals. 
Superintendents with job descriptions for principals 
expected twenty percent of principals• time to be spent 
in classroom visitation. 
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(6) In ranking the value of classroom visitation, princi-
pals and superintendents without job descriptions for 
principals, superintendents with job descriptions for 
principals, and professors ranked the activity as most 
valued. Principals without job descriptions ranked 
classroom visitation as second most valued super-
visory activity. 
b) Principal-Teacher Conferences 
(1) Ratings of importance of principals with job descrip-
tions compared to ratings of importance of principals 
without job descriptions were similar. 
(2) Superintendents with job descriptions for principals 
gave significantly higher ratings of importance com-
pared to the ratings of importance given by superin-
tendents without job descriptions for principals. 
(3) Ratings of importance of principals with job descrip-
tions compared to the ratings of importance given by 
superintendents with job descriptions for principals 
were similar. 
(4) Principals without job descriptions gave significantly 
higher ratings of importance compared to the ratings 
of importance given by superintendents without job 
descriptions for principals. 
(5) Time spent or expected to be spent in principal-teacher 
conferences was similar (ten percent) for principals 
and superintendents with job descriptions, and for 
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superintendents without job descriptions for principals. 
Principals without job descriptions spent fifteen per-
cent of their time on principal-teacher conferences. 
(6) In ranking the value of principal-teacher conferences, 
principals with job descriptions ranked the activity, 
most valued. Superintendents with job descriptions 
for principals and professors ranked principal-teacher 
conferences as second most valued activity. Principals 
and superintendents without job descriptions ranked 
principal-teacher conferences as third most valued. 
All groups viewed principal-teacher conferences as one 
of the three most valued supervisory activities. 
c) Faculty Meetings 
(1) Ratings of importance of principals with job descrip-
tions compared to ratings of importance of principals 
without job descriptions were similar. 
(2) Ratings of importance of superintendents with job de-
scriptions for principals compared to the ratings of 
importance of superintendents without job descriptions 
for principals were similar. 
(3) Ratings of importance of principals with job descrip-
tions compared to ratings of importance of superinten-
dents with job descriptions for principals were similar. 
(4) Ratings of importance of principals without job descrip-
tions compared to ratings of importance of superinten-
dents without job descriptions for principals were similar. 
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(5) Time spent and time expected to be spent in faculty 
meetings were similar. 
(6) In ranking the value of faculty meetings~ principals 
and superintendents without job descriptions for prin-
cipals ranked the activ·ity> fifth. Principals and 
superintendents with job descriptions for principals 
and professors ranked faculty meetings, sixth or least 
valued supervism·y activity. 
d) Teach~!:' Evaluation 
(1) Ratings of importance of principals with job descrip-
tions compared to thf ratings of importance of princi-
pals without job descriptions were similar. 
(2) Superintendents with job descriptions for principals 
gave significantly higher ratings of importance com-
pared to ratings of importance given by superinten-
dents without job descriptions for principals. 
(3) Principals with job descriptions gave significantly 
lo'tier ratings of impm'tance compared to the ratings 
of importance given by superintendents with job 
desr:r·iptions for pt·incipals. 
(4) Ratings of importance of principals without job de-
scripti0ns compared to ratings of in1portance given by 
superintend~nts without joh descriptions for principals 
Here similar. 
(5) Time spent or expected to be spent in teacher evaluation 
by principals and superintendents \'/as similal~. 
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(6) In ranking the value of teacher evaluation, principals 
and superintendents without job descriptions for prin-
cipals ranked teacher evaluation, second, principals 
with and superintendents with job descriptions for 
principals ranked teacher evaluation, third and pro-
fessors ranked teacher evaluation, fourth and most 
valued supervisory activity. 
e) Teacher In-Service 
(1) Ratings of importance of principals with job descrip-
tions compared to the ratings of importance of princi-
pals without job descriptions were similar. 
(2) Ratings of importance of superintendents with job 
descriptions for principals compared to the ratings of 
importance of superintendents without job descriptions 
for principals were similar. 
(3) Ratings of importance of principals with job descrip-
tions compared to the ratings of importance of super-
intendents with job descriptions for principals were 
similar. 
(4) Principals without job descriptions gave a signifi-
cantly higher rating of importance compared to the 
ratings of importance given by superintendents with-
out job descriptions for principals. 
(5) Time spent or expected to be spent in teacher in-
service was similar. 
(6) In ranking the value of teacher in-service, professors 
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ranked the activity, third, principals and superinten-
dents with job descriptions for principals ranked teacher 
in-service, fifth, principals and superintendents with-
out job descriptions for principals ranked the activity, 
sixth (or least) valued supervisory activity. 
f) Curriculum Development 
(1) Ratings of importance of principals with job descrip-
tions compared to the ratings of importance of princi-
pals without job descriptions were similar. 
(2) Ratings of importance of superintendents with job de-
scriptions compared to the ratings of importance of 
superintendents without job descriptions were similar. 
(3) Ratings of importance of principals with job descrip-
tions compared to the ratings of importance of super-
intendents with job descriptions were similar. 
(4) Ratings of importance of principals without job descrip-
tions compared to the ratings of importance of superin-
tendents without job descriptions were similar. 
(5) Time spent or expected to be spent in curriculum develop-
ment by principals and superintendents was similar. 
(6) Principals with and without job descriptions and super-
intendents with and without job descriptions for prin-
cipals ranked curriculum development as fourth most 
valued supervisory activity. Professors ranked curricu-
lum development as fifth most valued supervisory activity. 
Summary 
The data presented in Chapter III and the conclusions stated 
above indicate that only three of the six supervisory activities recom-
mended in the literature for elementary school principals are highly 
valued and used. Since principals' supervisory activities are intended 
to improve instruction, it is disconcerting to note that of the three 
activities (classroom visitation, principal-teacher conferences, and 
teacher evaluation) only one, principal-teacher conferences, consis-
tently gives principals and teachers an opportunity for exchange of 
ideas and direct interface. 
Most superintendents and principals undervalue the principals' 
responsibilities in providing for teacher in-service, curriculum develop-
ment, and faculty meetings. The central office staff, in cooperation with 
teacher representatives from each school art·ange for district in-services. 
Because of their very nature, centralized staff development programs de-
mend that the topics have broad appeal, therefore the value of central-
ized staff development programs to local schools having peculiar instruc-
tional needs is questionable. 
Curriculum development also is accomplished at the district level. 
Curriculum development consists of a joint committee of administrators 
and teachers choosing textbooks each year. Therefore, textbook selection 
is synonymous with curriculum development in most districts. The role of 
the individual school and all the persons associated with it in develop-
ing a tailor-made curriculum for that school center is not explored by 
superintendents and principals alike. 
Faculty meetings are rarely used as a supervisory activity to 
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improve instruction, yet they (faculty meetings) provide an unduplicated 
opportunity for the individual principal to meet, receive input and feed-
back from all faculty members. 
Although there is a valuing of classroom visitation, principal-
teacher conferences and teacher evaluation in all districts, there is 
little back-up by way of personalized (local school) staff development 
or curriculum development programs to resolve problems and address needs 
which are not shared with other schools. 
In addition, the value given to classroom visitation and principal-
teacher conferences seems to center on compliance with district teacher 
evaluation policies and due process rather than instructional improvement. 
In only a few districts are classroom visitations held, other than for the 
purpose of evaluation. Principals who claim they (principals) visit the 
classrooms daily, are performing a social act more than providing for 
instructional improvement. In only one school in which interviews were 
conducted does the principal use principal-teacher conferences through-
out the school year to develop and assess the attainment of mutually 
set teacher goals. Most conferences consist of the principal review-
ing the observations of the classroom visitation using a teacher eval-
uation form. 
Teacher evaluation thus is often a perfunctory duty which princi-
pals are obligated to discharge. The instructional needs of the teachers 
uncovered by classroom observations and principal-teacher conferences are 
seldom addressed by principals at faculty or in-service meetings. 
Principals, desirous of improving their supervisory skills, might 
look at the district's job description (when available) to note what 
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supervisory skills are expected of principals. Job descriptions on the 
whole state only in general terms the manner in which the principal is 
responsible for supervising the staff. Although some of the six super-
visory activities recommended in the literature are noted in job descrip-
tions, the statements provided little direction or guidance on the per-
formance of these activities. 
The lack of specificity in job descriptions fosters the use of 
supervisory plans developed by individual principals (with and without 
job descriptions). In addition, principals with and without job descrip-
tions are encouraged to act independently due to the lack of in-service 
on supervisory skills provided by superintendents. The problems which 
result from individual supervisory plans developed by principals leave 
them (principals) vulnerable to evaluation by superintendents based on 
their (superintendents') unknown expectations of principals' supervisory 
performance. 
When principals' supervisory performance does not correlate high-
ly to superintendents' expectations, (in the eyes of the superintendents) 
principals have nothing to refer back to for sanction, no specific job 
description, no supervisory in-service bulletins, etc. Therefore) prin-
cipals with and without job descriptions are forced to learn of superin-
tendents' expectations of principals' supervisory performance either 
through the grapevine or through trial and error. Both of the aforemen-
tioned methods bears inherent danger to principals. They (principals) 
could easily receive and follow misinformation that would result in 
what superintendents consider to be inadequate performance. Superinten-
dents' interpretation of principals' supervisory performance could then 
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be translated into low evaluations, less salary, and dismissal of princi·· 
pals. 
The data in Chapter III revealed that there is no significant 
difference in the valuation of the six supervisory activities by princi-
pals and superintendents (except for classroom visitation, which super-
intendents valued higher than principals). Yet on four of the six super-
visory activities there is a significant difference between the valuation 
given the supervisory activity by the principal and the value the princi-
pal attributed the superintendent giving the activity. Principals are, 
in general, unaware of superintendents' expectations of principals• 
supervisory performance. 
The lack of communication between superintendents and principals 
concerning principals• supervisory responsibilities is similar in dis-
tricts with and without job descriptions for principals. Superintendents 
are admittedly uncomfortable dealing with instructional or curriculum mat-
ters. Some superintendents frankly revealed their inadequacy to provide 
leadership to principals in the area of supervisory skills. Not having 
the personal expertise in the area of supervision, in addition to not 
having a resource staff at the central office, many superintendents 
neglect communicating to principals their (superintendents•) supervisory 
expectations. 
Principals also expressed concern about their (principals•) abil-
ity to perform supervisory tasks. Some principals admitted that their 
training had not provided an adequate background for performance of 
supervisory tasks; for example, some principals had received principal-
ships which were outside of their (principals•) teaching experience. 
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A neophyte principal whose teaching experience was limited to junior high 
school, needs a great deal of support, information, and in-service when 
assigned to a principalship of a primary building. The support, infor-
mation, and in-service which could be available through the superinten-
dent is rarely provided. 
Recommendations 
The following recommendations are based on research data and the 
conclusions noted above: 
1. In order to secure greater awareness of and compliance with 
supervisory activities favored in the literature, it is 
recommended that principals' supervisory responsibilities 
be specifically enumerated in principals' job descriptions 
and that the job description also state superintendents• 
minimum job expectations of pdncipals' performance of each 
supervisot·y activity. 
2. In order to secure greater awareness of and compliance with 
superintendents• expectations of principals' supervism·y 
performance, it is recommended that superintendents provide 
or secure resource to inservice principals on: 
a. superintendents• valuation of principals' supervisory 
activities 
b. superintendents• expectations of principals' supervisory 
performance 
c. suggested strategies to effectively use supervisory 
activities 
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d. time management, so superintendents and principals may 
more readily agree on the frequency of use of super-
visory activities 
3. In order that principals' performance of supervisory activi-
ties correlate to a greater degree with principals' job de-
scriptions, it is recommended that: 
a. all the favored supervisory activities from the litera-
ture be noted in principals' job descriptions so that 
job descriptions might be used as a basis of annual goal 
development 
b. yearly supervisory goals and objectives based on the job 
description be mutually agreed upon by principal and 
superintendent early in the school year 
c. superintendents periodically monitor principals' super-
visory performance, making suggestions for improvement 
d. final evaluation of principals' supervisory performance 
be based on achievement of annual goals reflecting cri-
teria noted in principals' job description. 
4. In order to acquaint neophyte principals, principals new to 
the district and/or principals who will administer educa-
tional programs (levels) in which they (principals) have 
little or no experience, it is recommended that the superin-
tendents provide special in-service sessions to review dis-
trict policies, principals' job descriptions and superinten-
dents' expectations of principals' supervisory performance. 
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Recommendations for further study include addressing the follow-
ing questions: 
1. How do union and master contracts affect the kind/quality 
of principals• supervisory performance? 
2. Is there a relationship between the demographics of a dis-
trict, i.e., size, \vealth, etc., and the kind/quality of 
principals• supervisory performance? 
3. How does the experience of the faculty and experience of 
the principal affect the kind/quality of principals' super-
visory performance? 
4. What is the relationship between supervision and student 
discipline? 
5. What is the relationship between supervision and student 
achievement? 
6. What is the history of educational supervision? 
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APPENDIX A 
LIST OF RESPONDING PROFESSORS 
Dr. Bert Altman 
University of Wisconsin 
La Crosse, Wisconsin 
Dr. Robert Anderson 
Texas Tech University 
Lubbock, Texas 
Dr. t~ax Bailey 
Loyola University 
Chicago, Illinois 
Dr. Fred Bertolet 
University of Michigan 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 
Dr. Philip Carlin 
Loyola University 
Chicago, Illinois 
Dr. Fred D. Carver 
University of Illinois 
Edwardsville, Illinois 
Dr. Morris Cogan 
University of Pittsburgh 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Dr. Paul R. Daniels 
Johns Hopkins University 
Baltimore, Maryland 
Dr. Naftaly Glasman 
University of California 
Santa Barbara, California 
Dr. Ben Harris 
University of Texas 
Austin, Texas 
Dr. William Hazzard 
Northwestern University 
Evanston, Illinois 
Dr. Emmanuel Hurwitz 
University of Illinois 
Circle Campus 
Chicago, Illinois 
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Dr. Eliezer Krumbein 
University of Illinois 
Circle Campus 
Chicago, Illinois 
Dr. John J. Lane 
DePaul University 
Chicago, Illinois 
Dr. John Lovell 
University of Tennessee 
Knoxville, Tennessee 
Dr. Julius Menacker 
University of Illinois 
Circle Campus 
Chicago, Illinois 
Dr. Paul Nesper 
Ball State University 
r~uncie, Indiana 
Dr. Ray Nystrand 
Ohio State University 
Columbus, Ohio 
Dr. Vernon Pace 
Indiana University 
Bloomington, Indiana 
Dr. Donald E. Riechard 
Emory University 
Atlanta, Georgia 
Dr. Thomas Sergiovanni 
University of Illinois 
Urbana, Illinois 
Dr. Bernard Sherman 
Roosevelt University 
Chicago, Illinois 
Dr. Charles Tesconi 
University of Illinois 
Circle Campus 
Chicago, Illinois 
Dr. Leonard A. Valverde 
University of Texas 
Austin, Texas 
Dr. Bill Wilkerson 
Indiana University 
Bloomington, Indiana 
Dr. E. A. ~lynne 
University of Illinois 
Circle Campus 
Chicago, Illinois 
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Please complete the identifying information: 
Name 
Title - Department 
University 
City s State 
Below are listed six (6) supervisory act·ivit·ies which are commonly 
used by e1ementary school principals in providing supervision for in-
structional improvement. Based on your reading in the field and your 
experience, please rank the superv~sory activities in order of value, 
1 through 6, _l being the most valued and ~being the least valued super· 
visory activity. 
PRINCIPAL-TEACHER CONFERENCES 
FACULTY tiEETINGS 
CLASSROOl-1 VISITATIONS 
TEP.CHER EVALUATIOti 
TEACHER IN-SERVlCE 
CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT 
Please return this instrument in the enclosed, self-addressed 
envelope by Wednesday, February l5, 1~78. 
Dol ores M. Edet~ 
APPENDIX B 
DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS 
I 
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Dear· 
3001 S. King Dr. 
Chicago, Illinois 
October 21, 1977 
I am a graduate student at Loyola University of Chicago working 
on my doctoral dissertation. Part of my research design requ·ires me 
to secure from each superintendent in DuPage County the district's 
job description for elementary principals (if available). 
If a job description for the elementary principal is available 
in your district, would you please forward a copy to me in the en-
closed, self-addressed envelope. 
If a job description is not available, would you please so indi-
cate at the bottom of this letter and return it to me in the self-
addressed envelope. 
Your response would be appreciated by November 1, 1977. 
Thank you in advance for your consideration and attention to 
this request. 
Si ncere'ly, 
Dolores M. Eder 
I am attaching a copy of the district's job description for 
elementary principals. 
J A job description for the elementary principals in my district 
_ is not available. 
Comments (optional) 
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Dear 
3001 South King Drive 
Apartment 1502 
Chicago, Illinois 
60616 
Have you ever noticed that when someone asks, 11 \-Jhat does a prin-
cipal do? 11 he receives as many different answers as there are respon-
dents. In 1975, Paul Houts wrote, 11 the principalship is just varied 
enough that like India, almost anything one says about it might be 
true. 11 
As a doctoral student at Loyola University in Chicago, Illinois, 
I am interested in determining what superintendents and principals are 
saying about supervisory practices in elementary districts. 
I invite you to respond to the enclosed fact sheet and question-
naire. The questionnaire is a structured one, consequently, it takes 
no longer than five minutes of your time to complete. A similar ques-
tionnaire has been sent to the principals in your district. 
A limited number of respondents to the questionnaire will be 
asked to participate in a short follow-up interview in the near 
future. 
I would appreciate your response to the questionnaire by Friday, 
March 10, 1978. 
Thank you in advance for your time and consideration. 
Sincerely, 
Do 1 ores ~1. Eder 
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Dear 
3001 South King Drive 
Apartment 1502 
Chicago, Illinois 
60616 
Have you ever noticed that when someone asks, 11 What does a prin-
cipal do? 11 he receives as many different answers as there are respon-
dents. In 1975, Paul Houts wrote, 11 the principalship is just varied 
enough that like India, almost anything one says about it might be 
true. 11 
As a doctoral student at Loyola University in Chicago, Illinois, 
I am interested in determining what superintendents and principals are 
saying about supervisory practices in elementary school districts. 
I invite you to respond to the enclosed fact sheet and question-
naire. The questionnaire is a structured one, consequently, it takes 
no longer than five minutes of your time to complete. A similar ques-
tionnaire has been sent to the superintendent of your district. 
A limited number of respondents to the questionnaire will be 
asked to participate in a short follow-up intet~view in the near 
future. 
I would appreciate your response to the questionnaire by Friday, 
March 10, 1978. 
Thank you in advance for your time and consideration. 
Sincerely, 
Do 1 ores ~1. Eder 
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Dear 
Do ·1 ores M. Edet~ 
3001 S. King Drive 
Apartment 1502 
Chicago, Illinois 
April 14, 1978 
I am most appreciative of the time and courtesy you recently extended 
me. 
The information I gathered as a result of the interview will be very 
helpful in my analysis of supervisory activities used by elementary 
principals. 
I would like to thank you again for your assistance and look forward 
to meeting you in the future. 
Sincerely, 
Do 1 ores tvl. Eder 
Name 
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PRINCIPAL -- FACT SHEET 
25-35 36-45 __ _ 
46-55 __ _ 
------------- Age 56-65 __ _ Sex M F 
City _______ ~---' I 11 i noi s Elementary District # 
-----
Name of School 
Enrollment Grades 
Number of Teachers ---
Name of School (if bm sch?ols) (are superv1sed) 
Enrollment Grades 
Number of Teachers ---
Experience: 
Full-time Assistants 
Full-time Assistants 
Years of experience as a classroom teacher Grades 
---
-----
Years of experience as an administrator (other than principal) 
----
In what capacity? (title) 
Years of experience as a principal (other than e·lementary) 
Years of experience as an elementary school pdncipal 
Years of experience as principal of your present school(s) 
Do you have teaching responsibilities at your school(s)? ---·---
If yes, explain. 
Training: 
Highest educational degree 
-----
Year awarded 
--------
t·1aj or ( s) ----------- Minor(s) 
Field(s) of study Hours beyond this degree 
-----------
How adequate was your training in preparing you to deal with the super-
visory problems you face as an elementary school principal? 
(Please circle appropriate number to indicate your response) 
1 
Extremely 
Inadequate 
2 
Very 
Inadequate 
3 
Inadequate 
4 
Adequate 
5 
Very 
Adequate 
6 
Extremely 
f\dequate 
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ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPAL 1 S QUESTIONNAIRE 
As an elementary school principal you perform many supervisory activi-
ties to improve instruction within your school(s). Please answer the fol-
lo·wing questions by<firclfil9')the number which best indicates the importance 
you give to each supervisory activity. 
CLASSROOM VISITATION 
1 - no importance 
2 - minor importance 
3 - average importance 
4 - major importance 
5 - critical importance 
P1-a How much importance do you, as principal, place on classroom visita-
tion as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
no 
importance 1 2 3 4 5 
critical 
importance 
P1-b What percent of your school time is spent on classroom visitations 
to improve instruction? 
% 
----
P1-c How much importance do you think your superintendent places on class-
room visitation as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
no 
importance 1 2 
PRINCIPAL-TEACHER CONFERENCES 
3 4 5 
critical 
importance 
P2-a How much importance do you, as principal, place on principal-teacher 
conferences as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
no 
importance 1 2 3 4 5 
critical 
importance 
P2-b What percent of your school time is spent on principal-teacher 
conferences to improve instruction? 
% 
----
P2-c How much importance do you think your superintendent places on 
principal-teacher conferences as a supervisory activity to im-
prove instruction? 
no 
importance 1 2 3 4 5 
critical 
importance 
FACULTY MEETINGS 
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1 - no importance 
2 - minor importance 
3 - average importance 
4 - major importance 
5 - critical importance 
P3-a How much importance do you, as principal, place on general faculty 
meetings as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
no 
importance 1 2 3 4 5 
critical 
importance 
P3-b What percent of your school time is spent on general faculty meet-
ings for the purpose of instructional improvement? 
% 
P3-c How much importance do you think your superintendent places on gen-
eral faculty meetings as a supervisory activity to improve instruc-
tion? 
no 
importance 
TEACHER EVALUATION 
1 2 3 4 5 
critical 
importance 
P4-a How much importance do you, as principal, place on evaluation of 
teachers as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? --
no 
importance 1 2 3 4 5 
critical 
importance 
P4-b What percent of your school time is spent on teacher evaluations 
to improve instruction? 
% 
----
P4-c How much importance do you think your superintendent places on eval-
uation of teachers as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
no 
importance 
TEACHER IN-SERVICE 
1 2 3 4 5 
critical 
importance 
P5-a How much importance do you, as principal, place on teacher in-
service as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
no 
importance 1 2 3 4 5 
critical 
importance 
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1 - no importance 
2 - minor importance 
3 - average importance 
4 - major importance 
5 - critical importance 
TEACHER IN-SERVICE continued 
P5-b What percent of your school time is spent on teacher in-service 
(outside of general faculty meetings)? 
~~ 
----
P5-c How much importance do you think your superintendent places on 
teacher in-service as a supervisory activity to improve instruc-
tion? 
no 
importance 1 
CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT 
2 3 4 5 
critical 
importance 
P6-a How much importance do you, as principal, place on faculty involve-
ment in curriculum development as a supervisory activity to improve 
instruction? 
no 
importance 1 2 3 4 5 
cr"itical 
importance 
P6-b What percent of your school time is spent on curriculum development? 
% 
----· 
P6-c How much importance do you think your superintendent places on cur-
riculum development as one of your supervisory activities to improve 
instruction? 
no 
importance 1 2 3 4 5 
critical 
importance 
The six supervisory activities are again listed below. As principal, 
please rank them in order of value, 1 through 6, 1 being the most valued 
and ~being the least valued supervisory activity~ 
principal-teacher conferences 
faculty meetings 
classroom visitation 
teacher evaluation 
teacher in-service 
curriculum development 
Thank you for your cooperation in answering this questionnaire. 
I would appreciate having the questionnaire returned in the enclosed 
envelope by Friday, r~arch 10, 1978. 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR PRINCIPALS 
CLASSROOM VISITATION 
1. How many classroom visitations (per teacher) do you make each year 
to non-tenured teachers? 
----
2. How many classroom visitations (per teacher) do you make each year 
to tenured teachers? 
----
3. What is the average time spent in a classroom visitation? ________ _ 
4. What are three things you look for in your classroom visitations? 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
Rank them in importance. 
5. What steps do you take to prepare for classroom visitations? 
6. Are classroom visitations announced in advance? 
Why/why not?---------------------------· 
7. What kind of record do you keep of your observations during classroom 
visitations? 
----------------------------------------
8. Do you use a classroom observation form for classroom 
visitations? Local use only? District 
use? Secure copy if available. 
9. Are your observations shared with the classroom teacher? 
If yes, how? ---------------------------------
10. Are subject area supervisors or consultants available? 
If yes, in what areas? , , 
What is their function in relation to the supervision 
of teachers? 
-------·---
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PRINCIPAL-TEACHER CONFERENCES 
11. Are teachers given a written copy summarizing your observations after 
a classroom visitation? 
----
12. Where do you hold principal-teacher conferences? ________ _ 
Hhy? --------------------------
13. Describe the format you follow during principal-teacher conferences. 
14. Do you attempt to minimize formality during principal-teacher confer-
ences? "If yes, how? 
---------------------------------
15. How is scheduling for individual principal-teacher conferences deter-
mined? 
------------------------------------------------------
FACULTY r·1EETINGS 
16. \~hat type of activities are presented at faculty meetings intended 
to improve instruction? 
---------------------------------------
17. Who presents these activities? ----------------------------
18. Does the faculty give input into their instructional needs to be 
addressed at faculty meetings? If yes, how? _______ _ 
19. What time are faculty meetings held?.----------------------
Average length of time for a meeting? 
---------------------------
20. Average number of faculty meetings held per month to improve 
instruction? 
----
21. Do you share the agenda with the faculty prior to a faculty meet-
ing? If yes, how? 
----------------------------------
TEACHER EVALUATION 
22. Does the district have established criteria by which to evaluate 
teachers? (If available, secure a copy.) If yes, what 
role did teachers have in developing the criteria? 
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23. What other factors are considered for teacher evaluation besides 
instruction? 
24. Do you, as principal, distinguish between classroom visitations for 
improvement of instruction and classroom visitations for the purpose 
of evaluation? 
-----
If a distinction is made, of the average classroom visita-
tions you make per teacher, per year, % are for the purpose 
of evaluation and % are for the improvement of instruction? 
IN-SERVICE 
25. What activities, other than principal class visitations and general 
faculty meetings are utilized in your school to assist teachers in 
improving their teaching skills? 
--------------------------------
26. How do you secure information on topics teachers would like 
addressed at in-service meetings? 
27. What types of in-service are provided at the district level to im-
pt·ove teaching skills?----------------------
28. Is teacher input secured? _______ _ If yes, how? _____ _ 
29. List the topics of two recent in-services attended by your teachers. 
30. Is provision made to allow teachers to visit other classrooms in 
your school? In the district? 
----
31. Are demonstration teaching lessons given at your school? 
----HO\v often? 
-----------------
By whom? -----------------------------
32. Do teachers new to the district receive special kind/amount of in-
service? If yes, explain. 
33. Are prov1s1ons made to orient teachers prior to school opening each 
September? Describe 
------
34. How mijny institute days are planned per school year? 
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35. HovJ is the agenda developed for these institute days? ______ _ 
36. Are prov1s1ons made for teachers to attend conferences and conven-
tions? On what basis? 
--------
37. Do you have a professional library in your building?--.-----;-;--;--
If yes, approximately how many books/journals/magazines does it in-
clude? Does the facuHy make use of the professional 
1 ibrary? 
---
38. Do you inform your faculty about the kinds of courses offered at 
the local universities/colleges to increase their teaching effec-
tiveness? If yes, how? 
CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT 
39. How is curriculum revision accomplished? (Who initiates it, who is 
involved ... ) 
--
---------
40. How are instructional materials chosen? (Who is involved) 
41. What is your part i~ shaping the content of studies and general 
program of your school? ___ _ 
42. How do you contribute most effectively to the improvement of 
instruction? 
----------------------------------------
·------------·-------
43. What is the main source of ideas for innovations which result in 
changes of practice in the school? 
------------------------------
------------------
44. Are lesson plans required? If yes, is a specific format 
required? If yes, describe. 
45. Ho'tJ often are lesson plans reviewed by the principal? _____ _ 
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46. What percentage of your average school week is spent in supervisory 
activities? % 
47. Would you 1 ike to spend more time supervising? ________ _ 
48. What are three (3) factors which negatively affect your role as a 
supervisor of instruction in your school? 
( 
JOB DESCRIPTION 
49. Does your district have a job description for principals? __ _ 
If yes, to what degree does your job description delineate your 
responsibilities as a supervisor of instruction? ______ _ 
If no, would you prefer one? 
----
~lhy/why not? ___ _ 
50. Would you prefer less/greater specificity of your supervisory 
duties in the job description? 
------------------------
Why? -----------------------------------·-----------
SUPERINTENDENT•s EXPECTATIONS 
51. How are you made aware of your superintendent•s expectations of 
elementary principals• supervisory performance? 
--------
52. List three 
important. 
(3) supervisory activities your superintendent considers 
53. 
( ) ( ) ( ) 
Rank them. 
What percentage of your school time do you think your superinten-
dent expects you to spend in supervisory activities? 
-------
O! 
/0 
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SUPERINTENDENT -- FACT SHEET 
25-35 36-45 __ _ 
46-55 
Name ------------- Age 56-65 -=: Sex r1 F 
Elementary District# _______ City _________ , Illinois 
Enrollment Number of Schools Number of Principals 
--- --- ---
Number of Teachers 
---
Experience: 
Years of experience as a classroom teacher Grades 
----
Years of experience as principal other than elementary level 
Years of experience as principal in elementary school 
Years of experience as administrator other than principal or superinten-
dent In what capacity? (title) 
Years of experience as superintendent 
----
Years of experience as superintendent in your present district 
Training: 
Highest educational degree ____ _ Year awarded 
-------
Major(s) Minor(s) 
Hours beyond this degree Field(s) of study---·----
How adequate 'v'tas your training in preparing you to d·irect elementary 
school principals in their supervisory roles? 
(Please circle appropriate number to indicate your response) 
1 
Extremely 
Inadequate 
2 
Very 
Inadequate 
3 
Inadequate 
4 
Adequate 
5 
Very 
Adequate 
6 
Extremely 
Adequate 
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ELEMENTARY DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT'S QUESTIONNAIRE 
As superintendent of an elementary school district you provide lead-
ership to elementary school principals in the area of supervision to im-
prove instruction. Please answer the following questions by(i:irclin])the 
number which best indicates the importance you give to each supervisory 
activity performed by elementary school principals. 
CLASSROOM VISITATION 
1 - no importance 
2 - minor importance 
3 - average importance 
4 - major importance 
5 - critical importance 
Sl-a How much importance do you, as superintendent, place on classroom 
visitation as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
no 
importance 1 2 3 4 5 
critical 
importance 
Sl-b What percent of an elementary principal's school time do you expect 
to be spent on classroom visitations for the purpose of instruc-
tional improvement? 
% 
PRINCIPAL-TEACHER CONFERENCES 
52-a How much impm~tance do you, as superintendent~ place on principal-
teacher conferences as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
no 
importance 1 2 3 4 5 
critical 
importance 
S2-b What percent of an elementary principal •s school time do you expect 
to be spent on principal-teacher conferences for the purpose of in-
structional improvement? 
% 
FACULTY f~EETI NGS 
53-a How much importance do you, as superintendent, place on general 
faculty meetings as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
no 
importance 1 2 3 4 5 
critical 
importance 
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1 - no importance 
2 - minor importance 
3 - average importance 
4 - major importance 
5 - critical importance 
FACULTY MEETINGS continued 
53-b What percent of an elementary principal's school time do you expect 
to be spent on general faculty meetings for the purpose of instruc-
tional improvement? 
% 
-----' 
TEACHER EVALUATION 
54-a How much importance do you, as superintendent, place on evaluation 
of teachers as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
no 
importance 1 2 3 4 5 
cdtical 
importance 
S4-b What percent of an elementary principal's school time do you expect 
to be spent on teacher evaluations for the purpose of instructional 
improvement? 
% 
----· 
TEACHER IN-SERVICE 
S5-a How much importance do you, as superintendent, place on teacher 
in-service as a supervisory activity to improve instruction? 
no 
importance 1 2 3 4 5 
critical 
importance 
S5-b What percent of an elementary principal's school time do you expect 
to be spent on teacher in-service (outside of general faculty meet-
ings)? 
% 
CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT 
56-a How much importance do you, as superintendent, place on faculty in-
volvement in curriculum development as a supervism·y activity for 
the improvement of instruction? 
no 
importance 1 2 3 4 5 
critical 
importance 
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CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT continued 
S6-b What percent of an elementary principal•s school time do you expect 
to be spent on curriculum development? 
% ___ _: 
The six supervisory activities are again listed below. As superin-
tendent, please rank them in order of value, 1 through 6, 1 being the most 
valued and 6 being the least valued supervisory activity performed by ele-
mentary school principals. 
principal-teacher conferences 
faculty meetings 
classroom visitation 
teacher evaluation 
teacher in-service 
curriculum development 
Thank you for your cooperation in answering this questionnaire. 
I would appreciate having the questionnaire returned in the enclosed 
envelope by Friday, March 10, 1978. 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR SUPERINTENDENTS 
CLASSROOM VISITATION 
1. How many classroom visitations (per teacher) do you expect an elemen-
tary principal to make each year to a non-tenured teacher? ___ _ 
2. How many classroom visitations (per teacher) do you expect an elemen-
tary principal to make each year to a tenured teacher? 
3. What would you expect to be the average time spent by a principal in 
a classroom visitation? 
-------------------------------
4. \~hat are three things you expect an elementary principal to look for 
in classroom visitations? ( ) ________________________________________ __ 
( ) ( ) 
5. What steps do you expect an elementary principal to take to prepare 
for classroom visitations? 
-------·-----
6. Do you expect elementary principals to announce classroom visitations 
·in advance? Why /why not? 
-----------------
7. What kind of record do you expect an elementary principal to keep of 
observations made during classroom visitations? 
--------------·----
8. Is this record available to you? 
9. 
10. 
11. 
---~ Do you receive a copy? 
-----------------------------------
Do you expect a classroom observation form to be used for classroom 
visitations? Locally developed? 
--r-:----:---district? Secure a copy of district 
Developed by 
classroom observa-
tion form, if available.) 
Do you expect observations made by the elementary principal during a 
classroom visitation to be shared with the classroom teacher? 
---If yes, how? 
------------------------------------------------
Are subject area supervisors or consultants available to principals? 
_____ If yes, in what areas? , , , 
teachers? 
What is their function in relation to the supervision of 
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PRINCIPAL-TEACHER CONFERENCES 
12. Do you expect teachers to be given a written copy summanz1ng the ele-
mentary principal's observations after a classroom visitation? 
---
13. Is there an appeal procedure? 
-----------------------------------
14. Where do you expect a principal-teacher conference to be held? ____ __ 
Why? ----------------------------------------------------
·15. Describe the format you expect to be followed during principal-teacher 
conferences. 
16. Do you expect the elementary principal to attempt to minimize formal-
ity during principal-teacher conferences? 
------------------------If yes, how? 
-------------------------------------------------
17. How do you expect scheduling for individual principal-teacher confer-
ences to be determined? 
------
FACULTY MEETINGS 
18. V!hat type of activities do you expect an elementary principal to pre-
sent at faculty meetings intended to improve instruction? 
19. Who do you expect to present these activities? 
----- ·-------
20. Do you expect a faculty to give input into their instructional needs 
to be addressed at faculty meetings? ______ If yes, how? ____ _ 
21. What time do you expect faculty meetings to be held? 
------------Average length of time for a meeting? 
---------------------
22. What is the average number of faculty meetings you expect to be held 
per month to improve instruction? 
------
23. Do you expect an elementary principal to share the agenda with the 
faculty prior to a faculty meeting? If yes, how? 
-----
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JEACHER EVAL~~Jl~l 
24. Does the district have established criteria by which to evaluate 
teachers? (If available, secure a copy.) 
25. If yes, what role did teachers have in developing the criteria? 
26. Do you, as superintendent, distinguish between classroom visitations 
for improvement of instruction and classroom visitations for the 
purpose of eva 1 uati on? ___ _ 
If a distinction is made, what is the average number of classroom 
visitations you expect an elementary principal to make per teacher, 
per year? What percent would be for the purpose of 
evaluation? What percent would be for the purpose of 
the improvement of instruction? 
27. What activities, other than class visitations and general faculty 
meetings, do you expect to be utilized by elementary principals to 
assist teachers in improving their teaching skills? ---------------
28. 
29. 
--------------------------------
How do you expect elementary principals to secure information on 
topics teachers would like addressed at in-service meetings? 
What types of in-service are provided at the district level to im-
prove teaching skills? 
-----------------------
30. Is teacher input secured? If yes, how? 
----
31. List topics of two district in-services for teachers (if applicable). 
32. Is provision made to allow teachers to visit other classrooms in the 
district? Do you expect provision to be made by the ele-
mentary principal to allow teachers to visit other classrooms in the 
local school? 
33. Do you expect demonstration teaching lessons to be given in the ele-
mentary schools in your district? ___ _ 
Ho'IJ often? 
By \1/hom? 
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34. Do you expect teachers new to the district to receive special kind/ 
amount of in-service? If yes, explain. 
35. What provisions do you expect elementary principals to make to ori-
ent teachers prior to school opening each September? Describe. 
36. How many institute days are planned per school year? _____ _ 
37. How is the agenda developed for these institute days? _____ _ 
38. Are prov1s1ons made for teachers to attend conferences and conven-
tions? On what basis? 
-------------------------
39. Do you expect every elementary school in your district to have a 
professional 1 ibrary? ____ _ 
40. Do you expect the elementary principal to inform the faculty about 
the kinds of courses offered at the local universities/colleges so 
as to increase teaching effectiveness? If yes, how? 
CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT 
41. How is curriculum revision to be accomplished? (Who initiates it, 
who is involved? ... ) 
----
42. How are instructional materials chosen? (Who is involved?) 
43. What part do you expect your principals to play in shaping the con-
tent of studies and general program in the local school? 
------
GENERAL SUPERVISORY ACTIVITIES 
44. How do you think a principal can contribute most effectively to the 
improvement of instruction in his school? 
---------------------
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45. Hhat would you suggest to elementary principals as a main source of 
ideas for innovations? 
46. Do you expect elementary principals to require lesson plans? _____ _ 
If yes, do you expect a specific format to be required? _______ _ 
If yes, describe. 
47. How often do you expect lesson plans to be reviewed by the elemen-
tary principal?-------------------------------------------
48. What percentage of his average school week do you expect an elemen-
tary principal to spend in supervisory activities?_ ~~ 
49. What three factors do you perceive as negatively affecting an ele-
mentary principal's role as a supervisor of instruction? 
( ) -------------------------------------___________________________________________ _ 
{ ) 
Rank them. 
JOB DESCRIPTION 
50. (If the district does not have a job description for principals.) 
Has your district contemplated formu1ating a job description for 
principals? If yes, why hasn't it been accomplished? 
If no, vJhy not? 
-----
51. (For districts with a job description.) Would you prefer less/ 
greater specificity of an elementary principal's supervisory duties 
in the job description? 
Why? --------------------------
SUPERINTENDENT'S EXPECTATIONS 
52. How do you make elementary principals aware of your supervisory 
expectations of them? -----------------------------
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